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Bar Association Takes Vigorous Action 


APPROVES AND ADOPTS REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE ON RECEIVERSHIP SCANDAL. 
CONCLUDES THREE SUPERIOR JUDGES SHOULD 
NOT BE CONTINUED IN JUDICIAL OFFICE. 

FURTHER ACTION MAY BE TAKEN. 





approved. 





The report of the Judiciary Committee of the Los Angeles Bar Association 
on the investigation which it has been conducting for several weeks regard- 
ing certain matters affecting the official acts and conduct of several Superior 
Judges, was delivered to the Board of Trustees late yesterday. At meetings 
held last night and today the report was read and carefully considered and 
this afternoon at a meeting at which all of the members of the Board of 
Trustees were present the report, by unanimous vote, was adopted and 


April 14th, 1932. 











Following is the report in full: 


To the Board of Trustees of the 
Los Angeles Bar Association: 


REPORT OF JUDICIARY COMMITTEE: 


By resolution of your Board adopted on 
March 17, 1932, you directed this Committee to 
investigate and consider matters concerning cer- 
tain Judges of the Superior Court and Re- 
ceiverships, and to report back to your Board 
with our recommendations. 

The Committee has held several meetings and 
a considerable part of the time of individual 
members has been devoted to the matters which 
are the subject of this report. 

Our investigation has been confined primarily 
to the activities of four Judges of the Superior 
Court of Los Angeles County, namely, Judges 
John L. Fleming, Walter Guerin, Dailey S. 
Stafford, and Caryl M. Sheldon, and their re- 
lationship, respectively, with receivers appointed 
by Judges of the said Superior Court. 

Toward the close of our investigation, we 
were directed by your President, Mr. R 
Jennings, to include Judge Walter S. Gates, 
who, on account of certain charges made against 
him after he had deposed receivers Allison and 
Showalter, desired the Association to make an 
investigation of such charges. 

Our Committee, being without power of ex- 
amining witnesses under oath, necessarily has 
been limited in the scope of its investigation. 
It has accorded to each of the said Judges an 
opportunity to present to the Committee any 
facts desired by such Judge, and each of the 
four Judges was personally interviewed by a 
sub-committee of the whole; and all said 
Judges, with the exception of Judge Sheldon, 
who did not accept the invitation, appeared be- 
fore the whole Committee. 

e appreciate the grave responsibility placed 
upon us and we have endeavored to judge the 
actions of those involved, without regard to 
the acquaintance of members of the Commit- 
tee with any of the persons in question. It is 
a task thrust upon us and naturally is one that 
every member of the Committee wishes could 
have been avoided. The publicity attending the 


charges has worked a great hardship upon the 
many high-minded and able Judges of our Su- 
perior Court, and it is to be regretted that the 
many should be injured by charges against a 
few of the membership of the Court. Your 
Committee has carried on its work without pub- 
licity and with the earnest desire to submit only 
relevant and material facts, and our recom- 
mendations, for your consideration. 

The basic cause of the unethical acts herein- 
after set forth is the fact that election to ju- 
dicial office has become a matter of politics, 
where the candidate often feels compelled to 
spend far beyond his means to obtain or to re- 
tain his office. Men of little merit or ability 
often displace the highest type of Judge because 
thev have ability to campaign, or have access 
to necessary funds with which to make a suc- 
cessful campaign. The finest type of candi- 
date for judicial office is very often unwilling 
either to spend or allow others to expend any 
considerable sums in his campaign; he dislikes 
making speeches concerning his own qualifi- 
cations; and is meticulous in his avoidance of 
any act which would be considered beneath the 
dignity of the office which he occupies or to 
which he aspires. The other type of candidate 
plays practical politics to obtain the office, and, 
in some instances, expects to pay for it in fav- 
ors which he feels he can grant without, as he 
thinks, affecting his integrity as a Judge. How- 
ever, a candidate of the latter type, whether he 
realizes it or not, has already obliterated the 
sharp line which in the law divides ethical from 
unethical conduct, and he is obtuse to the es- 
sential requirements of his office. The man who 
is willing to play politics to obtain judicial 
office, will probably continue to play politics 
to keep it. And apparently it is such a problem 
for him to retain the office that he more or 
less constantly while in office acts with an eye 
to his re-election, or to his election to a higher 
office. It is possible that such men would not 
stoop to unprofessional acts if the pressure of 
the present method of campaigning were re- 
moved. When a candidate, or his friends and 
backers, spend thousands of dollars in order 
to obtain the office of Judge it is rather foolish 
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Los Angeles Bar Association 
THURSDAY, APRIL 21, 1932 
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In view of the situation now existing in Los Angeles County the members 
are fortunate in being able to hear the comments of 


OSCAR LAWLER 


Past President of the Bar Association 
upon 


“THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE JUDICIARY” 


Other Speakers 


EVERETT W. MATTOON 
and 
ARTHUR L. SYVERTSON 
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to assume that we can approach anywhere near 
the ideal in administration of the law. Re- 
lated to the immediate problem is the solicita- 
tion and acceptance by various Judges of indi- 
vidual campaign contributions from lawyers 
and other persons and corporations. While the 
lists of aspirants for judicial office have not 
always included candidates of outstanding qual- 
ifications and the Bar has thus been handi- 
capped in its range of choice, we feel that the 
recommendations of the Los Angeles Bar Asso- 
ciation, as arrived at through secret vote of its 
entire membership with respect to the quali- 
fication of judicial candidates have been ef- 
fective in checking the tendency toward the 
gradual deterioration of the bench. With full 
co-operation between the public and the Bar, 
we believe that the bench can be restored to a 
merited public confidence and the judicial sys- 
tem be placed upon a high standard of honor, 
integrity and business efficiency. Candidates for 
judicial office indorsed by the Los Angeles Bar 
Association are relieved of the embarrassments 
and entanglements incident to personal contri- 
butions and campaign favors, as under this 
system no individual makes a personal contri- 
bution to any candidate. Every contribu- 
tion is paid into the campaign fund of the As- 
sociation and expended in behalf of all candi- 
dates indorsed by it. 

Another fact pertinent here is the seeming 
lack of sound judgment evidenced in the ef- 
forts made by many judicial candidates in their 
election campaigns—their susceptibility to al- 
luring promises and self-laudations of pseudo 
politicians claiming to be able to “deliver” large 
numbers of votes for the support of this or that 
candidate. Such pretenders are uniformly per- 
sons of little or no actual political consequence, 
except as judicial aspirants themselves lend 
them apparent respectability and standing. So 
long as the elective system of choosing judges 
obtains, the most effective means by which the 
demoralization of the judiciary by sinister po- 
litical and private interests can be avoided is 
the thorough co-operation of all members of the 
Bench and all members of the Bar in an idealis- 
tic effort to recommend for election or appoint- 
ment those candidates known to the legal pro- 
fession to be best qualified to assume and dis- 
charge the grave responsibilities of judicial of- 
fice. If we can ever develop a method by which 
men are called to the Bench solely by reason 
of their ability, learning and character, we will 
not only obviate such matters as are now before 
this Committee, but most of the troubles of liti- 
gants, the Bench, and the Bar will be solved. 

In the matters which have here received our 
consideration we find elements bound to have 
led to abuse, assuming even that none of the 
Judges in question intended to do anything dis- 
honorable or unethical. 

It will be noted that Charles F. Allison ap- 
peared as assisting in the campaigns of at least 
two of the Judges here involved. and for at 
least one of them he made a substantial con- 
tribution of money. This man, Allison, from all 
that we have learned of him not only had no 
qualifications which would suggest his appoint- 
ment as a receiver, but his age. experience and 
training were such as to negative any thought 
that his appointment was based unon merit or 
special qualification. We conclude, therefore, 
that his appointments as receiver came thru his 


ability to campaign for election of Judges and 
thru his own efforts to procure his appointment 
as receiver. Without attempting to exhaust the 
list we found him receiver or co-receiver in 
approximately 30 actions. Allison pretended to 
have considerable power, political influence, and 
some means, and he undoubtedly misled Judges 
and candidates into believing he was a young 
man of political importance. 

This particular individual, Charles F. Alli- 
son, frankly and boastfully admits that he 
recognized the possibilities of breaking into 
what he regarded as a “game,” used his time 
and money to campaign for certain candidates, 
and expected to acquire lucrative receiverships. 
He freely makes the statement that while act- 
ing as receiver he spent money lavishly 
amongst court attaches, and he assumed to be- 
lieve that there was not anything unusual or 
improper in that regard. His co-receiver, Mr. 
A. J. Showalter, in a more general way made 
the observation that a receiver was expected to 
and did spend considerable of his fees around 
the Court House in acting as receiver. The 
view these receivers gave of their attitude to- 
wards the judiciary was surprising to the mem- 
bers of your Committee who interviewed them. 
Apparently Mr. Allison especially played upon 
the ambitions of some of these et and 
through social and political contact planned to 
continue to obtain well paying receiverships. 
Mr. A. J. Showalter, on the other hand, was 
not acquainted with any of the Judges in ques- 
tion when he was first appointed receiver, and 
he was nominated by counsel early in the Am- 
erican Mortgage Company receiverships be- 
cause, as contractor, he had erected some of the 
apartments and was desired by different groups 
of noteholders. 

In one instance we find one of these Judges 
appointing as receiver one who had been an 
active paid worker in his campaign. 

The immediate vice in the method of appoint- 
ment of receivers appears to be that the ap- 
pointments by some of the Judges were con- 
sidered as political patronage incidental to the 
office of the Judge, instead of being based 
wholly upon considerations of the right of the 
parties to have appointed as receivers, and the 
duty of the court to appoint, disinterested men 
of integrity, ability and specialized knowledge 
of the business to be conducted. We find a 
lack of appreciation on the part of some of the 
Judges of the dignity of their position, and in- 
stances of woeful disregard of that watchful 
supervision of the receiver’s acts which has 
always been the duty and the practice of quali- 
fied Judges in such matters. 

Without opportunity of making a complete 
study of the matter, we nevertheless have suf- 
ficient information upon the point to state that 
it has been the practice of some of the Judges 
in question to recommend to their colleagues, 
and thus procure, the appointment as receivers 
of persons who have worked in or contributeJ 
to the campaigns of Judges, or who were re- 
lated to some business in which the Judge was 
interested. Having thus procured the first ap- 
pointment, the recommending Judge in some 
instances becomes bold enough directly to make 
a subsequent appointment of the person as re- 
ceiver in some other case. In other instances 
the Judge has openly appointed persons who 
have been employed in his campaign. We (find 
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five persons who had been connected as em 
ployees or contributors to campaigns of some 
of the Judges in question, or in business rela- 
tions with a Judge, who appear as receivers in 
the limited number of receivership matters 
which we have investigated—one of them in 
29 actions, one in seven actions, one in three, 
another in three, and the fifth person in one 
action. 

One of these Judges, interested in a business 
enterprise, we find using a receiver and other 
officers of the court to help in a financial way 
in bolstering up the business in which the Judge 
was interested. 

Those of the Judges who received favors or 
gifts from the receivers assert that they ac- 
cepted them without any idea of granting any- 
thing in return. Apparently the gifts or loans 
were accepted with the idea that the receivers 
were able to make good fees and felt kindly 
towards the Judge because of their appoint- 
ment, and such Judges could see no impro- 
priety in receiving small presents. To a con- 
siderable part of the public it seems to be 
thought that the favors to the Judge meant 
that the gift would directly affect some decision 
or judgment of the Judge. That is a harsh 
and probably unjustified view, but the practice 
is so dangerous that neither the Bench nor the 
Bar should tolerate such actions or try to 
find excuse therefor. The view of the receivers 
in question appears to be that they merely gave 
the Judges “tips”—much as they would for any 
service rendered them, and their expressions 
are rather contemptuous regarding those who 
accept their favors. The very obtuseness of 
the Judges in accepting such gifts, loans or 
favors from receivers and seeing no impro- 
priety therein, is alone sufficient to stamp them 
as unsuitable members of the Bench. 

Neither a Judge nor a practicing lawyer 
should need a written code of ethics to turn 
to as a guide to his professional actions, but 
both the Judge and lawyer have written canons 
of ethics which set forth clearly the principles 
which time and experience have demonstrated 
must govern in the administration of the law. 

So high in the past has been the conception 
by Judges of their duty that by many it was 
thought unnecessary to provide a written code 
of ethics for Judges. However, in 1924, the 
American Bar Association adopted Canons of 
Judicial Ethics, and the following excerpts 
therefrom express thoughts that would be 
naturally in the mind of any man who should 
aspire to the dignity and responsibility of judi- 
cial office. 

“A judge’s official conduct should be free 

from impropriety and the appearance of im- 


propriety; he should avoid infractions of 
law;” 

+ « + * * + . + 
“Trustees, receivers, masters, referees, 


guardians and other persons appointed by a 
judge to aid in the administration of justice 
should have the strictest probity and imparti- 
ality and should be selected with a view 
solely to their character and fitness. The 
power of making such appointments should 
not be exercised bv him for personal or par- 
tisan advantage. He should not permit his 
appointments to be controlled by others than 
himself. He should also avoid nepotism and 
undue favoritism in his appointments. 


“While not hesitating to fix and approve 
just amounts, he should be most scrupulous 
in granting or approving compensation for 
the services or charges of such appointees to 
avoid excessive allowances, whether or not 
excepted to or complained of. He cannct 
rid himself of this responsibility by the con- 
sent of counsel.” 

“He should not act in a controversy where 
a near relative is a party; he should not 
suffer his conduct to justify the impression 
that any person can improperly influence him 
or unduly enjoy his favor, or that he is 
affected by the kinship, rank, position or 
influence of any party or other person.” 

* * * * + * * * 


“He should not accept inconsistent duties; 
nor incur obligations, pecuniary or otherwise, 
which will in any way interfere or appear to 
interfere with his devotion to the expeditious 
and proper administration of his official func- 
tions.” 

“He should avoid giving ground for any 
reasonable suspicion that he is utilizing the 
power or prestige of his office to persuade or 
coerce others to patronize or contribute, 
either to the success of private business ven- 
tures, or to charitable enterprises. He 
should, therefore, not enter into such private 
business, or pursue such a course of conduct, 
as would justify such suspicion, nor use the 
power of his office or the influence of his 
name to promote the business interests of 
others; he should not solicit for charities, nor 
should he enter into any business relation 
which, in the normal course of events reason- 
ably to be expected, might bring his personal 
interest into conflict with the impartial per- 
formance of his official duties.” 

* * . + + * + 

“He should not accept any presents or 
favors from litigants, or from lawyers prac- 
tising before him or from others whose in- 
terests are likely to be submitted to him for 
judgment.” 

* * * « + + a 

“In every particular his conduct should be 
above reproach. He should be conscientious, 
studious, thorough, courteous, patient, punc- 
tual, just, impartial, fearless of public clamor, 
regardless of public praise, and indifferent to 
private political or partisan influences; he 
should administer justice according to law, 
and deal with his appointments as a public 
trust; he should not allow other affairs or his 
private interests to interfere with the prompt 
and proper performance of his judicial duties, 
nor should he administer the office for the 
purpose of advancing his personal ambitions 
or increasing his popularity.” 

Canons of Judicial Ethics, of American 
Bar Association. 


Before passing to the specific facts develoved 
in our investigation, we wish to give consider- 
ation to another general phase of this matter. 

Probably the distressing incidents before us 
would have been avoided if, during past years, 
there had been a Presiding Judge of the 
Superior Court selected for a long term, with 
power of organizing and governing the court 
and its business, and with ability equal to the 
requirements of the office. The Bar for years 
has advocated such reform without success, and 
many well informed Judges have supported the 
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effort. The Superior Court in this County is 
composed of so many Judges that it requires 
business organization of its work, and executive 
guidance. Sporadic attempts have been made 
properly to organize the Court, but even tem- 
porary results are dependent on some particu- 
larly qualified Judge who holds the position of 
Presiding Judge for a brief period and whose 
reforms in large part end with his brief term 
in the office. There are Judges of our Superior 
Court highly qualified to run its business, but 
generally there are jealous factions in the Court 
itself which nullify unanimity of action; and 
also there is the seniority rule of selection of 
Presiding Judge which guarantees mediocrity 
on the average over a period of years. Why? 
Because the position of Presiding Judge re- 
quires business ability and talents which are 
not found in many amongst any fifty Judges 
or lawyers. The bar has heretofore advocated 
abolishment of the seniority rule. Perhaps this 
present unfortunate affair may bring some deep 
and lasting reforms, which will tend to offset 
the loss of confidence and respect incident to 
these matters now confronting the Bench and 
Bar of this County. 

Improper activity on the part of a few 
Judges is of itself sufficient to affect injuriously 
the morale and the efficiency of the whole 
Court. 

To a certain extent the Bench and Bar are 
to blame for the opportunity for these matters 
to have occurred. he Los Angeles Bar As- 
sociation called the attention of the Judges and 
the lawyers to the danger of the receivership 
situation several years ago, but the Bar was not 
as aggressive or as watchful as it should have 
been. This is due in part to a hesitancy on the 
part of lawyers to assume to advise the 
Judges; and in part to the inherent jealousy of 
Judges of any interference on the part of law- 
yers with affairs of the judiciary. Many of the 
Judges have failed to take sufficient interest in 
the administration and other problems concern- 
ing receiverships to bring about a plan which 
could have avoided most if not all of the 
present abuses. A divided court, and lack of 
a presiding officer who was not dependent on 
his fellow Judges, kept the Court itself from 
stamping out any tendency to the abuses in 
question; and, for a considerable part of the 
time involved in the period under investigation, 
the Presiding Judge was himself one of the 
Judges whose acts are in question here. It 
must not be forgotten that while the Superior 
Court is one Court with many members, each 
Judge in his office is on a par with every 
other, and, except for the disputed powers of 
the Presiding Judge—who is selected by his 
fellows—no Judge has any command or power 
over another. 

In closing this phase of the report, we wish 
to emphasize that it would be futile to treat 
of the bare facts of the instant matter without 
giving serious attention to the basic problems 
above discussed. Unless those basic problems 
are attacked and some solution found for the 
conditions which are here portrayed, we will 
again, in one form or another, have abuses 
which will further undermine administration of 
justice and lower respect for the Judiciary. 

The above is but a resume of the broad situ- 
ation requiring the best thought of the Bench 
and Bar, and our Association will be lacking in 


its obligation if consistent effort is not made 
to find a solution which will strike at the root 
of the evil. 

We have confined our inquiry to matters 
having to do directly with the actions of the 
Judges in question in relation to their duties as 
Judges. Also, we have not attempted to add 
to our report unnecessary details or to go into 
any alleged irregularities of any receiver which 
do not relate to the fitness of the Judges in 
question. 

We would like to stress to you the thought 
that the instances of lack of judicial dignity, 
ethics and ideals to follow herein are not char- 
acteristic of our Judiciary, but are confined to 
a minor number of Judges. 

The great majority of the Judiciary merit the 
confidence and respect of the public, and it is 
the duty of every lawyer to help build and 
maintain that confidence and respect. The 
present unfortunate affair should lead our 
Association to still greater efforts in aid of the 
Courts and the public. . 


We now will take up the facts as disclosed 
by our investigation, and, as far as_ possible, 
will keep the case of each Judge separate from 
that of the others involved. 


RE JUDGE WALTER GUERIN. 


At the commencement of our investigation, 
it was claimed that Judge Guerin, one of the 
Judges of the Superior Court of Los Angeles 
County, accepted the gift of a suit of clothes 
from Charles F. Allison, the latter being co- 
receiver with A. J. Showalter, and appointed 
by Judges of that Court. Judge Guerin frankly 
admitted, before this Committee’s investigation 
began, that he so accepted such gift. The suit 
of clothes we find was paid for by check drawn 
on the special account of the receivers, Charles 
F. Allison and A. J. Showalter. The funds 
were receivership funds. Judge Guerin main- 
tains that he did not know the suit was paid 
out of such funds, and assumed it was paid for 
by Allison personally. 

On a hearing before Referee Ralph H. 
Moore, in action No. 325,734, a witness, Jess 
Wood, testified that Judge Guerin came to his 
establishment and asked if Wood knew Charlie 
Allison, and stated that Allison was to give 
Judge Guerin a suit and overcoat or some 
clothing, and that Judge Guerin gave Wood a 
phone number and asked him to call Allison 
and see if that was satisfactory; and further 
that Allison thereupon authorized the purchase 
and stated he would mail in the check. This 
testimony refers to the transaction of the over- 
coat and suit which Judge Guerin sets out in 
his hereinafter mentioned public statement. 

Judge Guerin informed the members of our 
sub-committee, John G. Mott and Dana R. 
Weller, that about Christmas time of 1931, he 
was walking along the street with Mr. Allison 
when a sale of suits and overcoats was dis- 
cussed, and that Judge Guerin stated to Allison 
that he was not in a position to purchase an 
overcoat, although he needed one badly, and 
that because of heavy expenses incurred in 
sickness and other things he felt unable to 
indulge himself at that time; that after some 
discussion Allison made the suggestion that he 
would advance the money for the purpose of 
purchasing an overcoat for Judge Guerin, which 
the latter accepted, giving Allison his postdated 








check, 

came 
On 

issued 


newsp 
to the 
gift fr 
coat 4 
by Al 
latter 
advan 
repaid 
coat a 
other 
Gueri1 
Guerit 
that r 
Comm 
be bel 
fact. 
March 
the se 
purchz 
Alliso! 
when 
incide! 
matter 
coat a 
check, 
mentic 
also ir 
told t 
curren 
as he 
Guerir 
check 
Judy 
wife f 
held b 
ment, 
dered 
the re 
ranger 
no evi 
that tl 
with t 
Guerir 
believe 
stance 
was et! 
without 
an apz 
a thir 
rental 
We 
Januar 
Showa 
and § 
Judge 
walk ¢ 
so, an 
alter 
Judge 
with } 
Natior 
made 
Los A 
Guerir 
1/15/3 
deposi 
of Am 
Judge 
book, 
Januar 








ade 
oot 


ers 
the 
} as 
add 
nto 
ich 


ght 
ity, 
lar- 
| to 


the 
t is 
and 
The 
our 
the 


ysed 
ible, 
rom 


ion, 

the 
eles 
thes 

co- 
ated 
akly 
tion 
suit 
awn 
irles 
inds 
ain- 
paid 
| for 


Jess 
» his 
arlie 
give 
ome 
od a 
ison 
‘ther 
hase 
This 
yver- 
it in 


our 


|, he 
lison 

dis- 
lison 


some 
at he 
se of 
vyhich 
lated 


LOS ANGELES BAR ASSOCIATION BULLETIN 


V/ 


Page 233 








check, and that he paid the check when it be- 
came due. 

On or about April 2, 1932, Judge Guerin 
issued a signed public statement printed in the 
newspapers in which he alleges that in addition 
to the suit of clothes which he received as a 
gift from Allison, he received the above over- 
coat and a suit of clothes purchased for him 
by Allison from Wood Bros., the overcoat and 
latter suit not being a gift, but that Allison 
advanced the money for him, and he says he 
repaid Allison for the one suit and the over- 
coat a few days prior to Christmas 1931. No 
other proof of repayment was offered by Judge 
Guerin. In regard to that transaction, Judge 
Guerin asserted that he did not have any idea 
that receivership funds were to be used. The 
Committee agrees with him that it hardly could 
be believed that he would have suspected that 
fact. In his statement to our sub-committee on 
March 18, 1932, Judge Guerin did not mention 
the second suit of clothes, but did refer to the 
purchase of the overcoat, and stated he gave 
Allison a postdated check for it and paid it 
when due. It is possible that in discussing the 
incident with the sub-committee he treated the 
matter of the advance by Allison for the over- 
coat and suit and the giving of the postdated 
check, as a single incident, and overlooked 
mentioning that the extra suit of clothing was 
also involved in the transaction. Judge Guerin 
told the Committee he had paid Allison in 
currency, but did not have the postdated check, 
as he trusted Allison and thinks he, Judge 
Guerin, did not bother to get his postdated 
check back when he paid it. 

Judge Guerin’s son-in-law and the latter’s 
wife for several months occupied an apartment 
held by the receivers under their said appoint- 
ment, but Judge Guerin claims that they ren- 
dered services to the receivers of value equal to 
the rental value, and that they made their ar- 
rangements without his knowledge. We have 
no evidence before us warranting a conclusion 
that there was anything improper in connection 
with the occupancy of the apartment by Judge 
Guerin’s relatives, although it is difficult to 
believe, in view of all the surrounding circum- 
stances, that the occupancy of the apartment 
was entirely detached from Judge Guerin and 
without his knowledge. Judge Guerin occupied 
an apartment in the same apartment house for 
a third of a month and paid the reasonable 
rental for the period of such occupancy. 

We have been informed that on the 14th of 
January, 1932, Judge Guerin and wife and 
Showalter and wife attended a dinner together, 
and Showalter states that during the evening 
Judge Guerin suggested that Showalter and he 
walk down to the corner for cigars. They did 
so, and on the way Judge Guerin asked Show- 
alter to loan him $100.00. Showalter told 
Judge Guerin he had no check on his account 
with him, but procured a check of The First 
National Bank of El Segundo, and with pen 
made it over on the Westside State Bank, 
Los Angeles, payable to the order of Walter 
Guerin, in the sum of $100. It is dated 
1/15/32, is endorsed “Walter Guerin”, and was 
deposited in the Pomona Branch of the Bank 
of America. At the time the check was handed 
Judge Guerin, he tore a page out of his note- 
book, which bears the printed date “Friday, 
January 15”, and wrote thereon as follows: 


“Jany 14-32 

“on demand I promise to pay A. J. Showalter 

one Hundred dollars Int 7%— 

Walter Guerin” 

The above instrument was then delivered by 
Judge Guerin to Showalter, a photostatic copy 
thereof, together with photostatic copy of the 
above check and endorsement, being now in 
our possession. The note has not been paid. 
Judge Guerin’s statement to the whole Com- 
mittee on April 8, 1932, was substantially as 
above, except that he stated his son was very 
ill, and that Showalter suggested the loan. 

During the sub-committee’s interview with 
Judge Guerin on March 18, 1932, he made no 
reference whatsoever to the above loan, and 
from outside sources we received evidence of 
it shortly after the above interview with him. 
In his public statement of April 2, 1932, Judge 
Guerin mentions and explains the $100.00 loan 
from Showalter. The Committee is of the view 
that Judge Guerin’s withholding of this in- 
formation from the sub-committee was not in- 
advertent. 

Examination of the Court records of this 
County shows that Judge Guerin appointed 
Charles F. Allison and A. J. Showalter co- 
receivers in four suits connected with American 
Mortgage Company matters; that in two other 
of such suits he appointed L. C. Busby and 
A. J. Showalter as co-receivers, on October 30, 
1931. Busby was then a director of Washing- 
ton Commercial & Savings Bank in which 
Judge John L. Fleming was and is interested. 

Such examination also shows that in the suit 
of Julian v. Schwartz, No. 315,345, pending in 
the said Superior Court, and in which Charles 
F. Allison was sole receiver, Judge Guerin on 
January 8, 1932, made an order denying a 
motion to reduce receiver Allison’s compensa- 
tion from $1,000 per month to $500 per month, 
denying reduction of compensation of the 
receiver's attorney from $500 per month to 
$250 per month, and denying a motion to dis- 
charge receiver Allison and to appoint some 
one in his place. The order was made with 
prejudice. 

The above matter was pending before an- 
other Judge sitting temporarily in Department 
8, and Judge Guerin who was sitting in another 
department, stated to the other Judge that he, 
Judge Guerin, had been sitting in some of the 
matters which were connected with the case, 
and, if there was no objection, he would come 
to Department 8 and hear the above mentioned 
matter when it came up. Judge Guerin was 
then trying an important will contest, and came 
into Department 8, where the other Judge was 
sitting temporarily, and specially heard the 
above receivership matter in the Julian v. 
Schwartz case, while the other Judge left the 
bench and worked in Chambers. The latter 
assumed that there were proper and legal 
reasons for Judge Guerin’s wish to personally 
handle the hearing. 

Previous to the above hearing, Judge Guerin 
had in said case of Julian v. Schwartz, on May 
1, 1931, allowed Allison $1000 receiver’s fees, 
and a like amount on June 26, 1931. Also, 
Judge Guerin therein on June 17, 1931, and on 
June 26, 1931, and on November 27, 1931, re- 
spectively, made orders approving the receiver's 
reports. 

Judge Guerin explains his handling of the 
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above hearing on January 8, 1932, in Julian v. 
Schwartz, by stating that the matter had been 
previously before him and had been continued 
in order for the parties to try and get together 
on one phase of it, and that he was, therefore, 
the logical one to handle the hearing. He 
further said he had at the hearing brought 
about the dismissal of an employee acting 
under the receiver and thus made a saving. 

Judge Guerin informed the sub-committee 
that he had not appointed Allison in American 
Mortgage Company cases. This statement is 
contrary to the record, as above set forth. He 
also stated that his only connection was when 
the matter of the attempted removal of Allison 
as receiver and objection to the receiver's com- 
pensation, as well as the expenses incurred by 
him, was brought before the Court, whereupon 
he acted according to his best judgment in 
denying Allison’s removal or any reduction in 
regular compensation already theretofore. fixed 
by another Judge, and which, from the evidence 
produced, he could see no reason for changing. 

It has been brought to our attention that in 
the case of D. R. Morrow v. Barnhart-Morrow 
Consolidated Company, Judge Walter Guerin 
appointed Ralph S. Armour as receiver on July 
28, 1931. Mr. Armour, when questioned, stated 
that at the time of his appointment Judge 
Guerin suggested to him the employment of 
Mr. Arthur Guerin as attorney for such re- 
ceiver. Following this, on September 3, 1931, 
Judge Dailey S. Stafford, according to the 
record, made an order approving the appoint- 
ment of Mr. Arthur Guerin and another at- 
torney, as attorneys for such receiver, and on 
December 16, 1931, Judge Gates made an order 
allowing the receiver $1500 on account of his 
attorneys’ fees. Judge Guerin stated to our 
Committee that he had no recollection of sug- 
gesting the appointment of Mr. Arthur Guerin 
as attorney for the receiver, stated he was 
acquainted with Arthur Guerin, had corre- 
sponded with him before he came to California, 
and had traced a distant relationship. Judge 
Stafford, when questioned by the Committee, 
said he had no recollection of making an order 
designating Arthur Guerin as attorney for the 
receiver, and said that if he had done so it was 
probably at the suggestion of the receiver, and 
not by reason of any suggestion of Judge 
Guerin to Judge. Stafford. 

Judge Guerin in his statement to our sub- 
committee on March 18, 1932, said that he had 
met Allisc : in the latter part of 1930, in con- 
nection with Judge Stafford’s campaign, and 
that his relationship with Allison had not been 
intimate, although he had met him several times 
thereafter. The following letter in Tudge 
Guerin’s handwriting sent to Judge Walter 
Gates on February 4, 1931, shows how careless 
Judge Guerin was, to say the least, in recom- 
mending Allison for a substantial receivershin 
without ¢reater acquaintance and knowledge of 
his qualifications than that stated to our sub- 
committee. 

The letter is as follows: 

“CHAMBERS OF 
THE SUPERIOR COURT 
LOS ANGELFS. CALIFORNTA 
WALTER GUERIN, JUDGE 


2/4/31 
“Hon Walter Gates 
Dent 8 - Sun Court 
“Dear Walter—I understand that you are 


contemplating appointing a receiver for the 
. S. Guarantee Co & that you have in mind 
Charles F. Allison for the job. I have known 
him for a long time & believe he will give 
you honest & efficient service— 
Very Sincerely 
W.lter Guerin” 


With regard to the gift to him of the suit 
of clothes by Allison, Judge Guerin told the 
sub-committee in substance that he felt he had 
been the victim of misplaced confidence, that 
he had no reason to believe that Allison and 
Showalter were not men of the highest type or 
that they were not ‘conducting their receiver- 
ships in a proper manner, and he felt that the 
use of receivership funds with which to pay for 
what he assumed were personal gifts was an 
abuse of his trust and confidence; further that 
nothing that had transpired between him and 
either of the receivers had in the slightest 
degree affected his judicial action. 

Judge Guerin claimed to our sub-committee 
that he felt there was something ulterior in 
the disclosures concerning him, as he had been 
approached sometime previous to the news- 
paper reports, by a person representing himself 
to be.a supporter of Buron Fitts for election as 
District Attorney, and had been advised that 
he had better not attempt to make a race for 
that office, because any Judge who ran would 
be exposed to unpleasant publicity and severely 
punished for his presumption. 


RE JUDGE DAILEY S. STAFFORD. 


Judge Stafford is alleged, amongst other 
things, to have permitted Charles F. Allison, 
while the latter was acting as a receiver in num- 
erous actions pending in the Superior Court, of 
which Court Judge Stafford is a member, to pay 
Judge Stafford’s personal bill at Dyas & Co. 
in the sum of $43.82. The Committee was 
unable to interview Judge Stafford until April 
1, 1932, as he was sitting in San Diego County. 
Allison, at the time involved in the transaction 
concerning Judge Stafford, was a receiver in 
various actions pending in this County. Ac- 
cording to Judge Stafford, Allison offered to 
make the above loan to Judge Stafford at a 
time when a bank had failed in which Judge 
Stafford had his funds, and, after the loan had 
been made, Judge Stafford states he repaid 
Allison the amount thereof. 

Our Committee has checked copy of the 
Stafford account with B. H. Dyas Corporation, 
from which it appears that on September 25, 
1931, there was a balance unpaid on that 
account of $43.82, and that on October 30, 
1931, said balance was paid. We have also seen 
a copy of the Dyas Corporation credit of the 
above payment, dated 10/30/31, and which is 
stamped as No. 11457. 

The above amount of $43.82 was paid by 
check of A. J. Showalter and Charles F. 
Allison, to “Dyas”, as payee, dated October 
29, 1931, and drawn on Westside State Bank, 
Los Angeles, this account being a so-called 
special account of Showalter and Allison, re- 
ceivers. It was therefore paid out of the re- 
ceivership assets. The check was endorsed by 
B. H. Dyas Corporation on October 31, 1931; 
and went through the Clearing House. This 
check bears the printed signatures of A. J. 
Showalter & Charles F. Allison, and below 
said printing appear the purported personal 
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STATEMENT OF THE OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT, 
CIRCULATION, ETC., REQUIRED BY THE ACT 
OF CONGRESS OF AUGUST 24, 1912, 


Of the Los Angeles Bar Association Bulletin published 
monthly at Los Angeles, California for April 1, 1932. 


State of California, County of Los Angeles ss. 

Before me, a Notary Public in and for the State and 
county aforesaid, personally appeared J. M. Boyd, who, 
having been duly sworn according to law, deposes and 
says that he is the Business Manager of the Los Angeles 
Bar Association Bulletin and that the following is, to the 
best of his knowledge and belief, a true statement of the 
ownership, management (and if a daily paper, the circu- 
lation), ete., of the aforesaid publication for the date 
shown in the above caption, required by the Act of August 
24, 1912, embodied in section 411, Postal Laws and Regu- 
lations, printed on the reverse of this form, to wit: 

1. That the names and addresses of the publisher, editor, 

managing editor, and business managers are: 
Publishers Los Angeles Bar Association, 1124 Rowan Bldg., 
Los Angeles, Calif. Editor Birney Donnell, 511 Citizens 
Nat'l. Bank Bldg., Los Angeles, Calif. Business Manager 
J. M. Boyd, 241 E. 4th St., Los Angeles, Calif. 

2. That the owner is: (If owned by a corporation, its 

name and address must be stated and also immediately 
thereunder the names and addresses of stockholders owning 
or holding one per cent or more of total amount of stock. 
If not owned by a corporation, the names and addresses 
of the individual owners must be given. If owned by a 
firm, company, or other unincorporated concern, its name 
and address, as well as those of each individual member, 
must be given.) 
The Los Angeles Bar Association, an unincorporated asso- 
ciation, posed o! bers of the Los Angeles City and 
County Bar. Address: 1124 Rowan Bldg., Los Angeles, 
California. 





8. That the known bondholders, mortgagees, and other 
security holders owning or holding 1 per cent or more of 
total amount of bonds, mortgages, or other securities are: 
(If there are none, so state.) None. 


4. That the two paragraphs next above, giving the 
names of the owners, stockholders, and security holders, 
if any, contain not only the list of stockholders and secur- 
ity holders as they appear upon the books of the company 
but also, in cases where the stockholder or security holder 
appears upon the books of the company as trustee or in 
any other fiduciary relation, the name of the person of 
corporation for whom such trustee is acting, is given; also 
that the said two paragraphs contain statements embracing 
aftiant’s full knowledge and belief as to the circumstances 
and conditions under which stockholders and_ security 
holders who do not appear upon the books of the company 
as trustees, hold stock and securities in a capacity other 
than that of a bona fide owner; and this affiant has no 
reason to believe that any other person, association, of 
corporation has any interest direct or indirect in the said 
stock, bonds, or other securities than as so stated by him. 

5. That the average number of copies of each issue of 
this publication sold or distributed, through the mails ot 
otherwise, to paid subscribers during the six months pre- 
ceding the date shown above is . (This information 
is required from daily publications only.) 





’ J. M. BOYD. 
(Signature of editor, publisher, business manager, or owner.) 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 2nd day of April, 
1932. BLANCHE B. HALDERMAN. 
(SEAL) (My commission expires Jan. 5, 1935) 
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signatures of Allison and Showalter. The 
Committee was informed by Judge Stafford 
that the loan was repaid, and this was partially 
verified by Allison, but no evidence was pre- 
sented that the funds went back into the assets 
of the estate. We find nothing to indicate that 
Judge Stafford had any knowledge that re- 
ceivership funds were to be used in paying the 
above bill. Judge Stafford’s written explana- 
tion of the transaction substantiates the above 
data. However, in addition Judge Stafford 
states that he did not ask Allison to pay the 
bill, but that Allison voluntarily offered to do 
so. Judge Stafford in his written statement 
says that he repaid Allison sometime in Decem- 
ber, 1931, or January or early February, 1932. 

The Committee designated Arthur M. Ellis 
and Ward Chapman to interview Judge Staf- 
ford, and, as he was in San Diego, presiding at 
a trial, the above members sent him a telegram 
on March 18, 1932, reading as follows: 


“Los Angeles, California, 
March 18, 1932. 
“Judge Dailey S. Stafford, 

Dept. 3 Superior Court, 

County Court House, 

San Diego, California. 

Board of Trustees Los Angeles Bar Asso- 
ciation directs Judiciary Committee to inves- 
tigate reports concerning alleged acceptance 
from receivers of gratuities by certain supe- 
rior court judges including yourself. Com- 
mittee has resolved that in fairness requests 
be made for statement of facts by each, so 
that Committee shall not be dependent on 
newspaper reports or other hearsay. Stop. 
Of course you are familiar with the published 
statements concerning advancement of money 
to you and your wife by Receiver Allison and 
clothing for you by Wood, and your reported 
reply. Stop. Judiciary Committee has ap- 
pointed undersigned as sub-committee to re- 
quest of you affirmance or disaffirmance of 
newspaper reports attributing to you admis- 
sion of having accepted favors and loan from 
Allison, and that you accompany your reply 
with any further statement of circumstances 
that you may desire to make so that Com- 
mittee may be authentically informed. Stop. 
As Committee convenes five o’clock this eve- 
ning for consideration of these matters, im- 
mediate reply by wire, collect, addressed to 
either of undersigned, care of Los Angeles 
Bar Association, Rowan Building, Fifth and 
Spring, is urgently requested. 

ARTHUR M. ELLIS 
WARD CHAPMAN” 


To the above telegram there was received 
March 18th a reply telegram from Judge Staf- 
ford as follows: 

“1932 MAR 18 PM 12 42 

“BYB28233 DL-B9015-San Diego Calif 

18 1228 P 

“ARTHUR M. ELLIS, WARD CHAPMAN- 

Care Bar Association Rowan Bldg Los A- 
“I SHALL BE PLEASED TO MAKE 

TO YOUR COMMITTEE A FULL AND 

COMPLETE STATEMENT AND ALSO 

TO ANSWER ANY AND ALL QUES- 

TIONS TOUCHING EITHER UPON MY 

OFFICIAL OR PRIVATE CONDUCT 

WHILE A JUDGE- 

DAILEY S. STAFFORD.” 


Nothing further being heard from Judge 
Stafford, and efforts on our part to get in per- 
sonal touch with him having failed, on March 
30, 1932, the sub-committee wrote him at San 
Diego a lengthy letter giving him a full state- 
ment of all facts in our possession concerning 
the charges against him, including numbers and 
titles of cases, reference to his appointment of 
his campaign worker, Dorothy Manasse, as a 
receiver, details of the gift to him by Allison of 
an overcoat, details of Allison’s personal con- 
tribution to his campaign, and other matters. 
Judge Stafford thereafter met with our sub- 
committee, Arthur M. Ellis and Ward Chap- 
man, and, in addition to the interview, dictated 
and signed a written statement of facts, and, 
supplemental thereto, answers to certain specific 
questions, all of which are hereinafter referred 
to. 

There had been reports to the effect that 
Judge Stafford received from said Charles 
Allison a suit of clothes as a gift. Newspaper 
reports at the time purported to quote Judge 
Stafford as denying that he received any suit 
of clothes from or through Mr. Allison, and no 
facts have been presented to this Committee 
showing that Judge Stafford received a suit of 
clothes. 

At an ex parte hearing before Referee Ralph 
H. Moore, on March 9, 1932, in the case of 
Title Guarantee & Trust Company v. Fred 
Graf, et al., No. 325,734, pending in the 
Superior Court of this County, a witness, Jess 
Wood, was examined and testified in substance 
as follows: 

That on December 18, 1931, Judge Stafford 
called on Wood and said that he, Judge Staf- 
ford, was to be given a fifty dollar overcoat as 
a Christmas present, that he wanted to pick 
it out, and if he found what suited him he 
would give Wood the name of the person to 
call up; that Judge Stafford selected a $42.50 
overcoat and gave Wood a phone number and 
told him to ask for Mr. Allison, who turned 
out to be Charlie Allison; that Wood explained 
to Allison that Judge Stafford had selected an 
overcoat, the price of which was $42.50, and 
that thereupon Allison authorized Wood to 
make the sale to Judge Stafford, and stated 
that he, Allison, would pay for the ovefcoat; 
that Wood was paid by check No. 195 drawn 
on the Showalter and Allison special account 
for $42.50 in favor of Jess Wood, and that the 
check was received on December 19, 1931, and 
was in payment of the overcoat chosen by 
Judge Stafford. 

Your Committee has no information indicat- 
ing any knowledge on Judge Stafford’s part 
that receivership funds would be used in paying 
for such overcoat. 

We have examined a copy of a record made 
by the Jess Wood establishment of the above 
alleged sale of the overcoat, and find the sub- 
stantial parts of the office record are as follows: 

“Date 12/18/31. 

Name Chas Allison for Judge Dailey Stafford 

ponetes Court 
Sold by 4 
oO’ Bar S 7026 42.50” 

The record is stamped “Paid Dec 19 1931”, 
and opposite are the figures “42.50”. 

Judge Stafford’s statement to us shows the 
overcoat was a Christmas gift from Allison; 
that he had an overcoat stolen, mentioned it in 








t 


Page 238 





LOS ANGELES BAR ASSOCIATION BULLETIN 





his chambers while Allison was present, and 
that Allison stated he was going to give Judge 
Stafford a Christmas present anyway and 
offered to present the overcoat. Judge Stafford 
states that he told Wood Bros. at the time 
that if Allison didn’t pay for it he, Stafford, 
would. 

According to statement made by Judge Caryl 
M. Sheldon to our sub-committee, Judge Shel- 
don said he was introduced to Allison by 
Judge Stafford, in 1930, during Judge Sheldon’s 
campaign for election, ‘and that Judge Stafford 
had told Judge Sheldon that Allison was well 
connected and had many contacts that might 
prove valuable to Judge Sheldon in his election. 
Judge Sheldon further stated that Allison be- 
came a frequent social visitor to his Chambers 
and was seen socially and in and about Judge 
Stafford’s Chambers which were on the same 
floor as Judge Sheldon’s. The intimate rela- 
tionshin of Allison to Judge Stafford is here- 
inafter fully set forth, 

A digest which we have had made of the 
records of appointment of receivers by the 
Superior Court of this County in connection 
with American Mortgage Company matters 
shows that in the case of Title Guarantee & 
Trust Company v. Feigenbaum et al., No. 
325,612, Judge Stafford on September 17, 1931, 
made his special order naming the Westside 
State Bank as a depositary of receivership 
funds; that in T. G. & T. Co. v. Knickerbocker 
Holding Co., No. 324,434, on September 8, 1931, 
Judge Stafford made a special order with regard 
to renewal of fire inusrance; that in T. G. & T. 
Co. v. Lester, No. 325,262, on August 12, 1931, 
Judge Stafford denied a motion to discharge 
receivers; that in T. G. & T. Co. v. Feigen- 
baum, No. 325,764, on September 17, 1931, 
Judge Stafford made a special order naming 
Westside State Bank as depositary; that in T. 
G. & T. Co. v. Associated Real Estate Owners, 
No. 325,857, Judge Stafford on August 15, 
1931, approved receiver’s fees of $500; that in 
T. G. & T. Co. v. Knickerbocker Holding Com- 
pany, No. 325,656, on August 6, 1931, Judge 
Stafford denied defendant’s motion for a re- 
straining order, and on September 10, 1931, 
designated Westside State Bank as depositary; 
that in T. G. & T. Co. v. Graf, No. 325,734, on 
August 19, 1931, Judge Stafford issued a con- 
tempt order, and on September 3, 1931, desig- 
nated the Westside State Bank as depositary. 
In all the above Allison was one of the re- 
ceivers. Judge Stafford states his orders were 
mere matters of court routine. 

There are other orders by Judge Stafford in 
Allison receivership matters. For instance, in 

. Co. v. Consolidated Hotels, Inc., 
No. 336, 016. Judge Stafford on March 4, 1932, 
appointed Charles F. Allison and A. J. Show- 
alter as receivers. Judge Stafford says this was 
a small receivershio and that he, of his own 
volition, added Allison’s name to Showalter’s 
because he understood they had been acting to- 
gether, and it would cost no more for the two. 

In the case of Julian v. Schwartz, No. 315,345, 
the records show that Tudge Stafford on August 
21, 1931, made an order allowing the receiver 
therein, Charles F. Allison. receiver’s fees of 
$1000, said amount being the fees per month 
which were being allowed the receiver; and on 
the same date approved the receiver’s report. 

In the above mentioned proceedings, except 


Julian v. Schwartz, supra, where Allison was 
sole receiver, Allison and A. J. Showalter were 
the co-receivers. 

Examination of the records shows that Judge 
Stafford appointed one of his most active cam- 
paign workers, Dorothy Manasse, as receiver 
in three suits, viz.: Isaac v. Jones, No. 325,523, 
on July 29, 1931; Isaac v. Jones, No. 326,493; 
and in Pacific States Auxiliary Corp. v. Cum: 
mings, No. 326,802. Judge Stafford stated to 
the sub-committee that Dorothy Manasse was 
a college graduate and made an able receiver. 

From the candidate’s return on file in the 
County Recorder’s office of this County it ap- 
pears that Dorothy Manasse was paid $335.78 
for her services as a campaign worker for 
Judge Stafford in connection with his election 
as a Superior Judge of Los Angeles County. 

Charles F. Allison, during Judge Stafford’s 
said campaign, represented himself to be Judge 
Stafford’s campaign manager, and, according to 
the said records of this County, he contributed 
$500.00 to Judge Stafford’s said campaign. Al- 
lison states that he raised between $25,000 and 
$30,000 for Judge Stafford’s campaign for elec- 
tion as Superior Judge. 

Judge Stafford stated that Allison had not 
only not rcised any such sum, but that his total 
campaign had not cost even $10,000. 

Judge Stafford’s statement to us shows that 
Allison was a close friend and a campaign 
worker for him in 1928, and again in 1930, and 
that in Stafford’s campaign for the Superior 
Court in 1930, Allison worked virtually every 
day and night with Judge Stafford at his cam- 
paign headquarters, handled campaign funds, 
contributed money himself, paid Stafford’s cam- 
paign bills out of money he, Allison, collected 
or contributed himself, and enjoyed Judge Staf- 
ford’s confidence. He does not state the extent 
of Allison’s contributions to his campaign. 
Judge Stafford states, however, that Allison was 
not his campaign manager. 

Two of the specific questions and answers 
signed by Judge Stafford were as follows: 

. Have you ever considered Mr. Allison 
to be a man of sufficient experience and busi- 
ness acumen to qualify him to be the receiver 
of ee or important business? 

j oO. 

Q. Did you at any time ever recommend 
his anpointment as a receiver to any other 
Judge? 

. No.” 

It is inconceivable to the Committee how 
Judge Stafford could have stood by, as a mem- 
ber of the Court, and permitted Allison’s ap- 
pointment in many, or any, receiverships, or 
could have appointed him in any case, or made 
an order for $1000 monthly compensation as 
receiver, with the knowledge of Allison’s quali- 
fications indicated by Judge Stafford’s fore- 
going specific answers. Moreover, Judge Staf- 
ford told our sub-committee that he never con- 
sidered Allison as the type of man one would 
select as a receiver or administrator; that he 
believed in his integrity, however, and that 
Allison was a good man in campaigns. 

The Committee’s information was that Al- 
lison was first anpointed by Judge Gates on 
February 26. 1931, and it was not until several 
hours after Judge Stafford delivered his signed 
statement to this Committee that we procured 
a copy of the following letter, in Judge Staf- 
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ford’s handwriting, that shows that Judge Staf- 
ford in fact recommended to Judge Gates the 
appointment of Allison as receiver. The letter 
is undated, but we are informed that it was 
delivered in the early part of February, 1931, 
at about the same time that Judge Gates re- 
ceived a somewhat similar written and dated 
recommendation of Allison from Judge Guerin. 
The letter is as follows: 


“CHAMBERS OF 
THE SUPERIOR COURT 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 
DAILEY S. STAFFORD, JUDGE 


“Dear Walter: 

“It would please me if you would appoint 
Charles Allison to a good receivership. I be- 
lieve himself thorough capable and qualified. 

Dailey” 

Judge Stafford stated to our Committee that 
the letter was his but he didn’t recall sending 
it. 

As showing the attitude of some of the 
Judges towards the receivership question, the 
following from Judge Stafford’s statement to 
our Committee is significant. Judge Stafford 
States: 

“IT assumed he (referring to Allison) would 
be worthy. He was well acquainted with 
numerous judges, having aided them in one 
way or another in their campaigns. Through 
these acquaintanceships I have no doubt but 
that he was able to induce judges to grant 
him these receiverships, because there is one 
outstanding requisite in appointing a receiver, 
which is that the man or woman be well- 
known to the judge, or come very highly 
recommended by responsible persons.” (Ital- 
ics ours.) 

In closing, we wish to set forth that Judge 
Stafford in his statement to us emphasized that 
he has been presiding over courts for nearly 
twenty years and has never been criticized for 
bias or favoritism; that some of the lawyers 
who aided him in his last campaign have tried 
cases before him and lost their cases, expecting 
nothing more than a fair trial and a patient and 
courteous hearing. He emphasizes also that 
under our election system it is inevitable that 
a judge must choose those friends whom he 
has come to know and has confidence in, for 
positions of trust. Judge Stafford feels it may 
have been unwise to accept gifts and loans from 
a receiver, but that, if he has committed an 
ethical error, he was not conscious of any 
wrongdoing. He believes, he says, that this 
whole matter was actuated by political jealousy 
and manipulation, and points to an article he 
published last September in the local law jour- 
nals, which he claims was uncomplimentary to 
the old system. He says further that the old 
system was a receivership oligarchy, with one 
man parcelling out the work of receiverships to 
a favored group, regardless of qualifications. 


RE JUDGE CARYL M. SHELDON. 
Judge Sheldon is charged with having re- 
ceived from Charles F. Allison a suit of clothes. 
Allison was until recently a co-receiver with 
A. J. Showalter in 23 receiverships, and co- 
receiver with E. A. Adams in 11 receiverships— 
all connected with American Mortgage Com- 
pany affairs, and filed in this County. This 
number is without reference to other actions in 

which Allison was appointed as a receiver. 


The suit of clothes received by Judge Sheldon 
was paid for out of the Showalter-Allison 
special receivership account by check herein- 
after referred to, and the funds were assets of 
the receivership estate. 

Judge Sheldon claims he did not know the 
suit was paid for, or to be paid for, out of 
receivership funds. He states he won the suit 
from Allison on the outcome of a ball game, 
but does not refer to it as a bet; merely that, 
if his team won, Allison was to buy him a suit; 
whereas, if Allison’s team won, then Judge 
Sheldon was to buy Allison a suit. We cannot 
distinguish the alleged facts from what is com- 
monly known as “a bet”, but, for the moment, 
it is quite immaterial whether or not the alleged 
facts be said to constitute a bet. We will so 
designate it. Judge Sheldon claims as wit- 
nesses to this bet his court clerk, court reporter, 
and his bailiff. Neither has been interviewed, 
and we are assuming they will support his 
story of the transaction. The alleged bet was 
made, according to Judge Sheldon’s statement, 
early in October, 1931. Previous to that time 
Allison and Showalter had been appointed co- 
receivers in numerous suits in connection with 
American Mortgage Company properties. 

Two witnesses, Judge Walter Gates and Mr. 
E. A. Adams, state that.immediately following 
the newspaper revelations of the Sheldon suit 
incident, in a conversation they had with said 
Allison, the latter stated, in substance, that he 
and Judge Sheldon had “framed” the betting 
story, and that it was not true; that the suit 
was in fact a gift from Allison to Judge Shel- 
don. Judge Gates in that conversation called 
Allison’s attention to the fact that the bet was 
an illegal act, and Allison was thereupon visibly 
perturbed, and remarked in effect that Judge 
Sheldon should have known of that when they 
fixed up the story. Mr. A. J. Showalter made 
the statement that Allison and Judge Sheldon 
stated when he met them that it was a bet, and 
further says that the check later signed by him 
was one of many hundreds of checks and that 
he did not know it was in payment of the suit 
for Judge Sheldon. In view of a somewhat 
equivocal statement by Allison to two members 
of the Committee to the effect that he con- 
sidered it a bet, it is difficult to appraise the 
evidence. From the words and manner of 
Allison during an interview with him by said 
two members of this Committee, we gather that 
Allison would not state that it was a “bet” if 
he felt that thereby the results would be most 
injurious to Judge Sheldon. It seems to us 
that the evidence balances slightly in favor of 
it having been a wager, rather than a gift. 

With regard to the alleged bet, Judge Sheldon 
says Allison at a time previous thereto had 
mentioned that he had already won two suits 
of clothes on the baseball series, and that when 
the bet was made he remarked to Allison that 
he expected to receive, if his team was victor- 
ious. one of the suits Allison had already won 
on the series. 

Judge Sheldon at that time knew that Allison 
was acting as a receiver under Superior Court 
appointment. 

Judge Sheldon stated. also, that a few days 
after the bet his bailiff saw Allison and said 
to him, “The Judge won his bet—when will 
you pay off”, and that shortly thereafter Allison 
phoned the Judge or called on him, giving the 
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name of the tailor who was to make the suit. 
Thereupon, the tailor called on Judge Sheldon 
with samples of cloth which were referred to 
Mrs. Sheldon, and Judge Sheldon and Allison 
went to the tailoring establishment and there 
or on the way met Mr. Showalter. Judge 
Sheldon says this was his first acquaintance 
with Mr. Showalter, and he then, he says, 
learned that Allison and Showalter were co- 
receivers, and that Showalter owed the two suits 
to Allison and would deliver one of them to 
Judge Sheldon; that Showalter, with Allison’s 
approval, directed the tailor to make up the 
suit and it was thereafter delivered to Judge 
Sheldon. According to report of ‘Referee, 
Ralph H. Moore, in the Superior Court action 
of Title Guarantee and Trust Company v. Graf 
et al., No. 325,734, Eugene Eyraud, at Show- 
alter’s direction, took the measurement of Judge 
Sheldon for his suit and had the suit made up 
by a tailor named Nile Corn; and it appears 
therefrom that Eyraud received payment for 
the suit by a check drawn on a joint bank 
account of A. J. Showalter and Charles F. 
Allison, the check being for $65,00, drawn to 
Eyraud, on Westside State Bank, of Los An- 
geles, and endorsed and cashed by Eyraud. 
The check was either one dated 10/31/31 or 
one dated 11/6/31, and on the face of the check 
purported to show that it was made to the 
payee for “inspection”. Eyraud by his affidavit 
of March 9, 1932, in said action states that the 
check was for the suit of clothes made for 
Judge Sheldon and that he, Eyraud, never did 
any “inspection” work for Allison or Showalter 
for which they would be paying him any 
money. We have no information indicating 
that Judge Sheldon ever knew that the suit was 
to be paid for out of funds of any receivership. 


Judge Sheldon stated to the ‘sub-committee 
that he was not conscious of any wrongdoing 
in the foregoing transaction. He further stated 
that he had never appointed Allison to any 
receivership, nor directly or indirectly had any 
other connection with Mr. Allison’s receiver- 
ships, nor with his action or transactions as 
receiver. 

A careful check of all receiverships in con- 
nection with American Mortgage Company 
matters does not show any instance when Judge 
Sheldon made any order appointing Allison or 
Showalter or any other person a receiver, nor 
does such investigation disclose that he made 
any order or had anything to do as a Judge 
with any of such receivership proceedings. 
However, we do find one action (not an Amer- 
ican Mortgage Company matter) in which on 
April 14, 1931, Judge Sheldon appointed Charles 
F. Allison as a receiver. This is the case of 
West v. West, No. D-79,303. It was a minor 
case. Allison volunteered to act as receiver 
without compensation. and did so act. 

As the above appointment of Allison as re- 
ceiver by Tudge Sheldon was nearly a year ago, 
it is nossible. and the Committee feels satisfied, 
that Tudee Sheldon had forgotten the incident 
at the time he was interviewed by your Com- 
mittee. 

Tudge Sheldon states he was introduced to 
Allison during Judge Sheldon’s campaign for 
election as Judge of the Superior Court in the 
vear 1930. and that Allison called a number of 
times at Judge Sheldon’s camnaien headauar- 
ters, offered his aid, made suggestions, and put 


Judge Sheldon in touch with a number of 
people. Judge Sheldon did not state, and was 
not asked, whether Allison made any contribu- 
tions to Judge Sheldon’s campaign. Allison 
did, however, actively work for Judge Sheldon’s 
election. Further, Judge Sheldon stated that 
the acquaintance developed into a social rela- 
tionship of their families, and Allison also be- 
came a frequent social visitor to Sheldon’s 
chambers after the election, and frequently at 
lunch joined Judge Sheldon and his bailiff, 
clerk, shorthand reporter, and the Judge’s 
former Municipal Court Clerk. 

In Judge Sheldon’s case your Committee 
brings to your attention the fact that he is pub- 
licly reported as having expressed a willingness 
to place his resignation in the hands of the 
Judicial Council of this State, to abide the result 
of that body’s determination respecting charges 
made of his conduct in the premises. 


RE JUDGE JOHN L. FLEMING. 


Judge tleming was Presiding Judge of the 
Superior Court of this County from January 1, 
1931, to December 31, 1931. 

From examination of records in the County 
Clerk’s office we find that in matters connected 
with the American Mortgage Company Judge 
Fleming appointed Allison and Showalter as 
receivers in some 11 cases; L. C. Busby and 
Showalter in 3 cases; J. C. Parsons and Show- 
alter in one case; Ed Adams and Showalter in 
9 cases. There were other appointments by 
Judge Fleming not necessary to state here. 
Busby was appointed as co-receiver in 7 of the 
above cases. An incomplete check of other 
receivership matters shows this same Busby a 
receiver in 2 proceedings not connected with 
the American Mortgage Company, in one of 
which he was appointed by Judge Fleming, and 
in the other by Judge Stafford. 

_It was stated to the Committee by a respon- 
sible lawyer at this bar that in the first ap- 
pointment of this series of receiverships he 
endeavored to procure the appointment by 
Judge Fleming of A. J. Showalter as sole 
receiver in the case, because those interested 
believed him to be the logical man for receiver, 
but that Judge Fleming, after definitely agree- 
ing to appoint Showalter, attempted to appoint 
Charles Allison as sole receiver, and, failing in 
that, insisted that Allison be co-receiver. Judge 
Fleming’s statement is to the effect that he 
was asked by said lawyer to appoint Showalter, 
and also had presented to him the written re- 
quest to that effect of the plaintiff, Title Guar- 
antee and Trust Co., but that he, Judge Flem- 
ing, did not know Showalter, and, as the ac- 
counting would be very complex, he thought it 
would be only fair to appoint a co-receiver with 
whom he was in touch, and so suggested Al- 
lison, who had been very highly recommended 
to him; that the lawyer thought the suggestion 
a very good one and immediately acquiesced 
in it. 

Another reputable lawyer informed the Com- 
mittee that in another case he insisted upon 
appointment of Showalter alone and that only 
efter considerable insistence on his part did 
Judge Fleming consent not to appoint Allison 
as co-receiver. 

Judge Fleming stated to the Committee that 
he as Presiding Judge made appointments of 
receivers out of Dept. 1, when the matter was 
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ex parte or one of agreement or consent of 
counsel. 

On the other hand, the record shows several 
instances where the order to show cause which 
should have been returnable to Dept. 8, was 
changed and made returnable to Dept. 1 where 
Judge Fleming was presiding. Judge Fleming 
also refers to similar instances. 

We are informed that lawyers in some in- 
stances to avoid having Allison appointed re- 
ceiver on ex parte hearing asked for orders to 
show cause returnable in Dept. 8, but that 
Judge Fleming caused the return to be made 
in Dept. 1, and thereupon appointed Allison as 
co-receiver. A like situation appears from the 
record in case No. 329,305, where Busby was 
appointed co-receiver by Judge Fleming. All 
information presented to us would indicate that 
the appointment of Allison as a co-receiver, or 
as a receiver, was neither necessary nor desir- 
able. If any receivership was considered com- 
plex, or requiring special training or experience, 
Allison was not by any means a logical selec- 
tion to fill the position. In fact, everything 
points to the fact that Allison’s sole qualifica- 
tion was his supposed political influence and 
his assistance of Judges in their campaigns. 
It is possible that Judge Fleming was influ- 
enced in his insistence on Allison’s appoint- 
ments by recommendations from other Judges 
who wish.d to favor Allison. But there was 
nothing in Allison’s past accomplishments that 
merited recognition. The exchange of cour- 
tesies between some of the Judges regarding 
appointment of receivers is well shown by 
reference to the conference held at the time of 
the Fleming-Crawford incident, between Judge 
Fleming on the one hand, and Mr. W. J. Hun- 
saker and George P. Adams, as members of the 
Judiciary Committee. At that time Judge 
Fleming stated that Judge Guerin had placed 
the name of one Jacobson in the Grand Jury 
box from which members of the Grand Jury 
were drawn, and that later Judge Guerin re- 
quested Fleming to appoint Jacobson to a re- 
ceivership. Judges Gates has stated that on 
two occasions Judge Fleming requested Gates 
to appoint the same Jacobson as a receiver, but 
that Gates refused. In other words, there has 
been a practice of appointing receivers as 
favors, or to satisfy some colleague, rather than 
to exercise wise and independent judgment in 
making the selection. 

Judge Walter Gates has told us that the 
reason Judge Fleming would not for a time 
make orders to show cause for appointment 
of receivers returnable in Dept. 8, where Gates 
presided, was because Judge Fleming insisted 
that Judge Gates appoint as receiver L. 
Busby, a director of the Washington Commer- 
cial & Savings Bank, in which Fleming was 
interested and of which Fleming had been 
President; and Judges Gates refers to two con- 
versations—one in Judge Fleming’s Chambers 
and one in his own—where such conversations 
were had. 

Judge Gates says he continued to refuse to 
appoint Busby, and the record bears out that 
he did not appoint him. 

It is shown, therefore, that Judge Fleming 
not only himself appointed Busby as co-re- 
ceiver, but it is apparent that he was respon- 
sible for his appointment also by other Judges. 


Busby was and is a director of the above 
bank and Vice-President thereof; and Judge 
Fleming states that Busby was manager of a 
Building and Loan Association in which Judge 
Fleming was interested at the time of its suc- 
cessful liquidation. Judge Fleming states that 
he personally withdrew from the Bank as 
President, director, and in fact all active con- 
nection, last summer. This was due to the 
matters following the so-called Fleming-Craw- 
ford letter with which your Board is familiar. 
Judge Fleming attributes his withdrawal to the 
advice of members of the Judiciary Committee 
of your Association who conferred with him 
at the time of the Crawford episode. 

However, it is clear from the facts presented 
to us that Judge Fleming continued to take an 
active interest in the Bank’s welfare. Out of 
500 shares of stock Judge Fleming owns 106 
shares, but they stand of record in the name of 
said L. C. Busby. Judge Fleming had also 
been associated with Busby in the affairs of a 
mining company. The facts show an intimate 
business and social relationship between Judge 
Fleming and Mr. L. C. Busby, long continued 
and existing while Busby was acting as re- 
ceiver. 

Judge Fleming insisted to the sub-committee 
that he had received no-gift from any receiver, 
and no evidence has been presented to us in- 
dicating any such gift. However, it should be 
noted that Showalter told our Committee that 
he had paid, and not been repaid, Judge Flem- 
ing’s expenses on a hunting trip which Judge 
Fleming, Showalter, Busby and another party 
took together up North. Judge Fleming main- 
tains that he repaid Showalter his share of the 
expenses paid by Showalter. He also asserts 
that he has not been the recipient of any favor 
from any receiver (except instances where he 
recommended persons for employment), and 
that he wishes he had appointed Busby to more 
receiverships because he was an efficient and 
able receiver. 

With regard to solicitation of deposits for 
the above Bank, Judge Fleming admits that he 
asked friends and several lawyers with whom 
he was well acquainted to deposit funds therein, 
but maintains that he always personally guar- 
anteed the safety of the deposits. He specific- 
ally admitted, when asked concerning it, the 
deposit of $2000 in said Bank by a lawyer at 
this bar, made at Judge Fleming’s request last 
winter while the Bank was experiencing some 
difficulties. The lawyer states he received no 
guarantee such as above referred to by Judge 
Fleming. In our view a guarantee by Judge 
Fleming would only tend to emphasize the un- 
ethical nature of his act. 

In this connection, we find that Mr. L. C. 
Busby was very active about December, 1931, 
in procuring deposits for the above bank from 
his co-receivers and others. Allison as receiver 
caused some $23,000 of receivership funds to 
be deposited in the Bank, having procured from 
Judge Guerin an order which permitted deposit 
of such receivership funds in said Bank; and, 
when the Bank was said to be threatened with 
a run, Showalter admits depositing therein 
$2500 of receiver’s funds, without any order of 
court, and states he deposited $5000 additional 
funds of himself and Harry Lyons—being funds 
held by them for others. Showalter claims that 
he was directly solicited by Judge Fleming to 
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obtain funds so to deposit, and that Judge 
Fleming insisted that he should deposit re- 
ceivership money therein. On the other hand 
Judge Fleming vigorously insists that he had 
no knowledge that any receivership funds were 
deposited in the said Bank, and made no re- 
quest for such deposit of receivership funds 
from any receiver appointed by him. From 
this we gathered that Judge Fleming meant he 
had suggested other receivership funds be de- 
posited in his said Bank. 

Mr. R. E. Allen, receiver in numerous cases, 
stated that Judge Fleming solicited him to de- 
posit receivership funds in said Bank, in Jan- 
uary, 1931 

The present president of the said Washington 
Commercial & Savings Bank is G. W. McCune. 
He is said to be a man of standing and busi- 
ness experience. 


Judge Fleming states that he appointed him 
as a referee and that he is sorry he did not 
appoint him in many other matters as he con- 
siders him a most excellent man. 

The appointment by Judge Fleming of Al- 
lison as a receiver in the above cases appears 
to the Committee to have been based not upon 
any particular qualification of Allison for the 
position, but upon Allison’s previous activities 
as a campaign worker for Judges seeking 
election, and upon Allison’s supposed political 
influence. 

Mr. Roy E. Allen stated that Judge Flem- 
ig about August, 1931, told him he had ap- 
pointed Allison a receiver on account of the 
latter’s influence with a certain individual, nam- 
ing a minister who has been politically active. 

Mr. Allison is a young man—only 31 years 
of age—who had no particular experience or 
training fitting him for handling receiverships. 
He claims to have made and lost a hundred 
thousand dollars on the stock market, and is 
very frank in stating that, observing the oppor- 
tunity to obtain receiverships, he knowingly 
worked his way into the favor of judges; raised 
money to elect some of them; spread gifts 
amongst the attaches of the Court and among 
newspaper men; and generally built up a per- 
sonal, social and political contact with certain 
members of the Bench. To him it was a sys- 
tem or “racket”, and, with the ideals of the 
salesman-promoter type, he went after the busi- 
ness, spreading gifts and favors along the way. 


Mr. A. J. Showalter was questioned for the 
Committee concerning a check, of which we 
have photostatic copy, dated Feb. 19, 1932, 
for $350, payable to John L. Fleming, signed 
by A. J. Showalter (printed signature) by one 
Miller, agent of Showalter, and drawn on the 
Westside State Bank, Los Angeles, and en- 
dorsed “John L. Fleming”. Showalter in- 
formed us that he bought from Judge Flem- 
ing 22 shares of the capital stock of Fleming’s 
Bank, and paid $350 therefor. The check has 
written in the left margin “22 shares Wash. 
Coml & Savings Bank stock 350.00”. Judge 
Fleming states to our Committee that he did 
not sell any stock to Showalter, that a Mr. 
Jensen, cashier of the bank, had a small amount 
of stock of his own up as collateral on a loan 
and wanted to raise $350.00, and made some 
arrangement with Showalter whereby the stock 
was sold; that Showalter in paving for the stock 
made the check out to Fleming, but sent the 


latter a note or message that Mr. Busby un- 
derstood the transaction and for Judge Flem- 
ing to transfer the money to whomsoever it 
was due; and that Judge Fleming gave the 
money to Mr. Jensen. We conclude, in the 
absence of any further facts, that the trans- 
action was as stated by Judge Fleming. 
Judge Gates in his statement to our Commit- 
tee said that on one occasion Judge Fleming 
asked him to make an order substituting Judge 
Fleming’s bank as a depositary for receivers’ 
funds in place of the Citizens National Trust 
& Savings Bank, but that he, Gates, refused. 
Thereafter Judge Guerin made an order in 
the same case providing that deposit of re- 
ceivership funds might be made in either the 
Washington Commercial & Savings Bank or 
the Citizens National Trust & Savings Bank. 


RE JUDGE GATES. 


It was not until our study of these matters 
was nearly closed that charges involving Judge 
Gates were made. By letter, addressed to 
President Jennings, Judge Gates requested the 
Los Angeles Bar Association to investigate any 
charges made against him. Before receiving 
the request, we had already made some survey 
of his relation to the matter, but the further 
study necessitated and explains in part our de- 
lay in finishing this report. 

At the time this Committee first began its 
work we called upon Judge Gates and asked 
him many questions pertaining to receiverships 
and the past and present practice in connection 
with appointments, and stated that we would 
expect to look into his connection with any 
matter that might involve him; and questioned 
him with that understanding. Judge Gates has 
freely answered all questions, and has promptly 
furnished data requested, whether such con- 
cerned him or others. He stated early that he 
had been warned not to take any action, and 
that some of those who would be involved in 
the audit and investigation he had ordered 
would attempt to strike back at him; but that 
he was going to make a thoro investigation 
whatever the result to himself, or whoever 
was affected. When charges were later made 
against him we were reliably informed that he 
immediately directed the referees and auditors 
who were working under him to treat the 
charges the same as all others and to obtain 
any evidence which they thought might sup- 
port such charges. 

One of the charges made was that Ed Adams, 
a lawyer, who was appointed a co-receiver in 
some 15 cases connected with American Mort- 
gage Company matters ‘in 9 of them by Judge 
Fleming, 4 by Judge Gates, and the rest by 
other Judges) had requested his co-receiver, A. 
J. Showalter, to raise a fund of $1300 for cam- 
paign expenses for Judge Gates. Showalter 
asserts the above as a fact, and an associate 
of his, one Miller, in testimony before one of 
the referees, in considerable part corroborated 
Showalter as to the conversation. Showalter 
further states that in November, 1931, he 
signed and gave Adams two personal checks, 
each for $200, on one of which checks he 
noted “Adv.”, and on the stub thereof “Adv. 
rec. fees”, and on the other check is noted 
“Adv. on receiver’s fees”, and the stub bears 
the same notation. Adams cashed the checks, 
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and Showalter says that later Adams received 
and cashed a further check from Showalter 
for $125 for the same purpose. That one bears 
the notation “La Casa del Rey”. Showalter 
claims the total of $525 was on account of the 
said campaign fund. Mr. Adams denies Sho- 
walter’s statements and states the $525 was 
on account of fees, shows what appears to be 
his routine office record so indicating; and no 
evidence has been produced showing the re- 
ceipt by Judge Gates of any portion of the 
money. 

Judge Gates vigorously denies the whole mat- 
ter. it would take considerable space here to 
give Adams’ history of the transaction con- 
cerning the logical reasons for the advance 
by Showalter to Adams of the $525 on account 
of fees. Two newspaper men who kept notes 
of portions of their conversation with Mr. 
Showalter on March 13, 1932, state that Sho- 
walter showed them the checks in question 
and told them that the $525 was not paid for 
Judge Gates. We must, of course, make al- 
lowance for the possible fact that Showalter 
was purposely not desiring to tell the news- 
paper what he now states to be the facts with 
regard to the checks 

However, a member of the bar, whose rela- 
tions with Mr. Showalter have been such as 
indicate him to be not in anyway prejudiced 
against him, has given us his statement'‘to the 
effect that in his presence, at a meeting with 
Showalter, on March 15, 1932, Showalter made 
statements that clearly showed that Showalter 
did not then claim that he had ever made 
any contribution to Judge Gates. 

It is a fact that Judge Gates and Adams 
were very friendly, and Judge Gates designated 
Adams as attorney for the new receiver re- 
cently appointed by Judge Gates to take the 
place of Allison and Showalter. Judge Gates 
vigorously denies he was raising or has raised 
any campaign fund, and offered us immediate 
inspection of all his files and bank account. 

The evidence available is not sufficient to 
show that the checks were given Mr. Adams 
for campaign funds for Judge Gates, and there 
is no evidence even tending to show that Judge 
Gates received the money or any part of it, or 
that any part of it was expended for him. 

When questioned Judge Gates admitted he 
had made at Christmas a present of a necktie, 
or necktie and handkerchief, to receiver Sho- 
walter, and to Allison, and that he had given 
some employees, at the court house, such as 
janitors and elevator boys, each a necktie. 

Showalter made the additional charge that 
last Christmas he gave Judge Gates a $10.00 
gold piece. Judge Gates denies that he re- 
ceived such gift. Comparing the statements of 
the two and their manner of assertion and 
denial concerning that matter, our member who 
interviewed both states he credits Judge Gates’ 
statement. If there were any doubt about it, 
we would, in weighing the evidence. of neces- 
sity give consideration to the fact that Judge 
Gates deposed Showalter and Allison as re- 
ceivers in manv cases, has carried on a vigorous 
investigation of their acts. and that Mr. Sho- 
ae shows considerable feeling against Judge 

ates. 

Showalter stated that Judge Gates asked 
Showalter to give Gates’ brother-in-law a job 


as paimter working under the receivers—at 
p/.Uu a day wages. Snowalter gave him the 
joo, and says the toreman only received $6.9 
a day; that judge ates insisted he should 
pay we brother-in-law the $/.UU per day; and 
tmat DnoOwaiter reluctantly agreed and gave him 
ime position. it is a fact tnat the foreman re- 
ceived $0.0U a day. judge Gates admits that 
he requested receiver Showalter to employ his 
brother-im-iaw as a painter, but denies he asked 
hun to pay him a larger wage than he was pay- 
ing other painters. Also, Showalter claims 
Gates asked Showalter to give several persons 
joos in the apartments held under receivership 
by Showalter. Judge Gates admits obtaining 
positions tor several persons under Showalter, 
put denies that he asked for them any com- 
pensation beyond what was being paid like em- 
ployees in similar jobs under the receivers; and 
turther states that he told Showalter not to 
employ or retain any such person if he was 
not competent for the position. Judge Gates 
cites, as indicating his freedom from any in- 
tluence by reason of recommending persons to 
such positions, the fact that he alone removed 
Showalter as receiver when the audit he or- 
dered showed what he considered good grounds. 


Showalter made the further charge that Judge 
Gates’ brother-in-law and another employée of 
the receivers had taken paint and brushes of 
the receivership and had painted the kitchen in 
Judge Gates’ home, to which the latter replies 
that he did not know anything of it until 
after the kitchen had been painted; that his 
brother-in-law had done the work on the lat- 
ter’s own time, on a Saturday afternoon, and 
that Judge Gates had no knowledge where his 
brother-in-law obtained the paint or brushes. 
While this might seem to be a trivial matter, 
we feel that it illustrates the danger of a Judge 
recommending a relative or any other person 
for employment by a receiver appointed by the 
Court. 


Some of the recommendations of Judge Gates 
seem to have been to help needy persons. 
Others cannot be explained on that ground. 
Showalter asserted that he had received many 
letters from several different Judges asking him 
to employ persons recommended by them, and 
said that if he could locate them he would 
make them available to this Committee. We 
have not as yet received such letters, altho re- 
liable evidence before us indicates some Judges 
engaged in the practice. 


Judge Gates was questioned regarding his 
appointment of Roy Allen as receiver in 
many cases. Mr. Allen has specialized for sev- 
eral years in the business of acting as receiver, 
referee, commissioner, etc., and we find that in 
the years 1929, 1930, 1931 and 1932 he apnears 
to have received more appointments out of the 
department of the Presiding Judge or Judges 
for those years than he received from Judge 
Gates. Several Judges sat in the Presiding 
Judge’s Department in those years. His ap- 
pointments appear to have arisen from the 
merit of his work and the apnarent confidence 
of the Bench, and particularly by reason of his 
nomination by lawyers appearing in the various 
cases in which he was appointed. Mr. Allen 
has made a business of receivershins. has a 
large office organization and has applied busi- 
ness principles in obtainine receivershins and 
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in handling them. While there is something 
to be said in favor of centralization of receiv- 
erships, yet there are dangers under the present 
method of appointment that should be carefully 
considered. 


CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS. 


The conclusions of this Committee are as 
follows: 

I. As to Judge Walter Guerin, Judge Dailey 
S. Stafford and Judge John L. Fleming, it is 
our conclusion that each has conducted himself 
in his judicial office in a manner contrary to 
judicial ethics and prejudicial to the proper ad- 
ministration of justice. The actions of each of 
them constitute a violation of long and well- 
established principles governing judicial con- 
duct, and directly concern the interests of the 
public which looks to the Court for the unpre- 
judiced determination of the rights and obliga- 
tions of litigants. 

Their offenses are against the judicial office 
itself, and cannot be considered merely from the 
standpoint of the personal interest and fortunes 
of these three men. Their practices have of 
necessity seriously affected the good repute of 
the Bench at large and engendered the belief 
that litigants do not receive fearless and im- 
partial consideration. This strikes at the very 
foundations of the administration of Justice. 

It is our conclusion, therefore, that Judge 
Walter Guerin, Judge Dailey S. Stafford and 
Judge John L. Fleming should not be con- 
tinued in judicial office. 

II. As to Judge Caryl M. Sheldon, his act 
was highly improper, whether he accepted a 
gift or made a wager, but his relations with 
receiver Allison do not appear to have involved 
any Court proceedings, except in the one minor 
instance above cited in this report. We are 
not entirely convinced that he did not receive 
the suit of clothes from Allison as a gift rather 
than as the result of a wager. We do not at 
this time recommend that any action be taken 
towards his removal from his office, but that 
your Board hold the matter in abeyance and 
later take such action in his case as further 
investigation and developments may determine 
to be proper. 

III. In the matter of Judge Gates, we con- 
clude that his actions in recommending persons 
for employment by a receiver of the Court 
were indiscreet and improper, and are contrary 
to the Code of Judicial Ethics. However, 
Judge Gates initiated the investigation which 
brought about this inquiry, and has acted vigor- 
ously in removing receivers charged with ir- 
regularities. Judge Gates removed the receiver 
to whom he had recommended persons for em- 
ployment. 

In view of these and other circumstances 
shown in this report we recommend no further 
action in his case. 

IV. We make the following additional rec- 
ommendations to your Board. 

1. That every effort be made by the Los 
Angeles Bar Association, in conjunction with 
the judiciary, to provide by law for the selec- 
tion of a Presiding Judge of said Superior 
Court with full power to organize, supervise, 


direct, and distribute the work of the Court 

and its various Judges. Such a Presiding 

Judge should be highly qualified for the work, 

selected for an ample term, and be free of 

political influence. 

2. That the Association attempt to bring 
about the revocation by the Judges of the 
rule of seniority, under which rule Judges 
claim the right to occupy certain depart- 
ments, and under which rule the Presiding 
Judge is selected by his associates on the 
Bench on the basis of seniority; and that 
Judges be assigned by the Presiding Judge 
according to their particular fitness for the 
work of the department occupied, and for 
such time as the Presiding Judge may desig- 
nate. 

3. That your Board through the proper 
committee of the Association immediately 
recommend, and the Association endeavor to 
have the Judges put into effect,a plan for the 
solution of the receivership problem, and that 
it give consideration to the question whether 
it would be advisable to provide by law for 
a salaried public receiver and assistants, such 
public receiver to act in all receivership mat- 
ters and the fees allowed by the Court to go 
into the public treasury. 

4. That there be recommended to the 
Judges that a portion of the work of depart- 
ment 8 be assigned to another department. 
Thus more time can be given to the study 
and consideration of receiver's reports and 
to the details of receivership matters. Also, 
that the practice of appointment of receivers 
on ex parte hearing be discontinued, except 
where, in the wise discretion of the Court, 
such appointments are clearly justified. 

5. That unless Judge Walter Guerin, 
Judge Dailey S. Stafford, and Judge John L. 
Fleming voluntarily resign from their respec- 
tive judicial offices, the Los Angeles Bar 
Association initiate a recall of such Judges 
at the coming November election, or take 
such other steps as your Board may deem 
advisable to effect their removal. 

In conclusion, we suggest that from the 
present investigation by the Grand Jury there 
may develop facts which were not available to 
this Committee, and it is possible your Board 
may receive additional information after this 
report is rendered, which may justify further 
or different action than that herein recom- 
mended. There are many ramifications to this 
receivership matter which could not be investi- 
gated by our Committee without greatly delay- 
ing our report, but we do not feel that it is 
necessary for the purposes of the Association 
that the investigation by this Committee be 
continued beyond the work already done. 

Los Angeles, California, April 13th, 1932. 

Respectfully submitted, 
JOHN G. MOTT, 
DANA R. WELLER, 
WARD CHAPMAN, 
ISIDORE B. DOCKWEILER, 
EDWIN A. MESERVE, 
KEMPER CAMPBELL, 
ARTHUR M. ELLIS, 
HUBERT T. MORROW, 
Judiciary Committee, 
Los Angeles Bar Association. 
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I agree with the above report, except that I 
do not concur in recommending that the Asso- 
ciation now commit itself to a recall of any of 
the Judges, and I consider Judge Sheldon’s 
wager to be wholly disassociated from his Ju- 
dicial conduct, and that whatever bad taste may 
be connected therewith is altogether personal 
and requires no further comment or recommen- 
dation by the Committee. 


Los Angeles, Cal., April 13, 1932 


Mr. R. P. Jennings, President 
Los Angeles Bar Association 
808 Security Building, 
Los Angeles, California 
Dear Sir: 

I hand you herewith the report of the Judi- 
ciary Committee of this date. 

Judge P. E. Keeler, a member of this Com- 
mittee, was absent from the City during most 
of the time the Committee was deliberating, 





and is still absent, and for that reason the Com- 
Dated at Los Angeles, California, April 13, mittee’s report was not presented to him for 
1932. signature. 
Respectfully yours, 
(Signed) Hubert T. Morrow, 
Chairman, 
Judiciary Committee. 


RICHARD J. DILLON. 





STATEMENT AUTHORIZED BY BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
LOS ANGELES BAR ASSOCIATION 


The Board of Trustees of Los Angeles Bar Association understands 
that some of the Superior Court Judges who will be candidates for re- 
election, and certain other persons who will be candidates for election to 
the Superior Court, are directly or indirectly soliciting contributions to 
their individual campaign funds from various members of this Associa- 
tion. The Association has neither the right nor the power to control its 
members in the matter of making such contributions, However, the 
Board of Trustees believes that it is proper to direct attention of its mem- 
bership to the fact that a contribution to a candidate’s campaign fund is 
in effect an endorsement of that candidate, and if made at this time is an 
endorsement before the Bar Association plebiscite has been taken. While 
such a prior endorsement is in no way prohibited, it is certainly inconsist- 
ent with the theory and purpose of the plebiscite. 


The Board of Trustees also directs attention to the fact that the 
Association will conduct a campaign in behalf of the candidates endorsed 
by the Association, that funds will be needed for the conduct of that cam- 
paign, and that the Association expects to obtain such funds from the 
members of the Association. 
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Joint Meeting of State and Local Bars 
Planned for May in Los Angeles 


SECTION COMMITTEE OF STATE BAR ASK ORGANIZED BAR OF 
LOS ANGELES TO JOIN IN COMBINED SESSION 


The Section Committee of the State Bar, composed of Messrs Joseph 
J. Webb, Albert A. Rosenshine and O. K. Cushing, all of San Francisco, 
has requested President Robert P. Jennings of the Los Angeles Bar Asso- 
ciation to cooperate in arrangements for a meeting of the bar in Los Angeles 
in May. The date, tentatively fixed, is Thursday, May 26th. Definite 
announcement will be made later, in THE BULLETIN and otherwise, of the 
time, place and other details of this important meeting. A program of un- 
usual interest to the entire bar is contemplated, and the attendance of all 
lawyers in Southern California is solicited. 


Mr. O. K. Cushing, of San Francisco, in his request for the joint 
meeting says: ! 


“Since the sections are now commencing their activities, it seems de- 
sirable that if a meeting is to be held it be no longer delayed. We think, 
too, that because of the very large membership of the Los Angeles Bar 
such a meeting should be held at Los Angeles, and we hope in this that 
you will agree with us. Mr. Rosenshine of our committee will be in Los 
Angeles at that time and it is our thought that he might open the presen- 
tation of the matter with a brief outline of the organization and plans for 
the section work. He would be followed by Professor Haynes of the 
School of Jurisprudence of the University of California, who, as you no 
doubt know, has been assigned by the University to the work of cooperat- 
ing with the State Bar in its activities. Dean Hale of the School of Law 
of the University of Southern California would follow Professor Haynes. 


“You will recall perhaps that the State Bar has provided three assist- 
ants for Professor Haynes, one at the University of California, one at 
Stanford University and one at theUniversity of Southern California, 
each one of whom works in connection with the faculty of the law 
schools at the respective institutions. By this plan the Bar will have the 
cooperation of the three law schools and the full time of Professor Haynes 
and his assistants in doing such research work as may be necessary for the 
sections, leaving to the sections the discussion of such problems as are pre- 
sented. We hope that under this new plan we may get more effective re- 
sults from the section work than have been attained in the past, and it is 
to that end that we are suggesting a meeting of the Los Angeles Bar.” 
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Service Clubs Commend Bar Association 


Resolution Adopted March 21, 1932, at a Meeting of Officers 
of a number of Service Clubs in Los Angeles to be Presented to 
the Members of the Los Angeles Bar Association: 


WHEREAS, the members of the Service Clubs Presidents’ 
Ceuncil, composed of the Presidents and immediate Past Presi- 
dents of Rotary, Kiwanis, Lions, Optimists, Exchange, Altrur- 
ians, Soroptimists, and Altrusa service clubs, are greatly inter- 
ested in good government, and 


WHEREAS, the present “‘Receivership” inquiry has cre- 
ated numerous remarks against the integrity of our judiciary, 
and to that extent is a factor in lessening the public’s faith in 
our government, and particularly in one of the most important 
branches of that government, to wit: the judiciary, and 


WHEREAS, the Los Angeles Bar Association has taken 
a vigorous stand in demanding the fullest investigation of the 
charges that certain Judges of the Superior Court of Los An- 
geles County have accepted exceptional gratuities from the Re- 
ceivers of the American Mortgage Company, therefore be it 


RESOLVED, That the Service Clubs Presidents’ Council 
commends the Los Angeles Bar Association for its vigorous 
stand, and urges that Association to continue to assert itself in 
this manner to the end that everything possible be done to vindi- 
cate publicly any judge who is innocent and to expose publicly 
any judge who is guilty of wrongful acts or unethical conduct. 


R. A. HEFFNER, Chairman 
(President of Rotary) 


J. CLARK SELLERS, Secretary 
(President of Kiwanis) 





RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY STANDING COMMITTEE OF FIFTEEN 
ON JUDICIAL CANDIDATES AND CAMPAIGNS 


BE IT RESOLVED, That no member of this committee shall en- 
dorse, support or contribute financially or otherwise to the candidacy or 
appointment of any candidate for judicial office of the State, to be voted 
on in this County. 

RESOLVED FURTHER, That each member of this committee re- 
quest his partners and associates not to endorse, support or contribute fi- 
nancially, or otherwise, to the candidacy of any candidate for judicial 
office of the State, to be voted on in this County. 

RESOLVED FURTHER, That this resolution is not intended to 
restrict or be applicable to the making of contributions to the Los Angeles 
Bar Association Campaign Fund or to any endorsement or support given 
candidates endorsed by the Los Angeles Bar Association after such en- 
dorsement. 
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State Bar Committee of Fifteen 


LAUNCHES CAMPAIGN “TO INFORM THE PUBLIC CONCERNING 
FUNCTIONS OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION” 


Among the first evidence of the activities 
of the Statewide Committee of Fifteen, ap- 
pointed by the Board of Governors at its 
January meeting, is a series of addresses by 
eminent members of the bench and the bar 
before the Oakland Forum. The program 
was arranged by The Forum, cooperating 
with the Alameda County Bar Association 
and the Statewide Committee of Fifteen of 
the State Bar, and consists of eight lectures 
on “The Law in Everyday Life.” The first 
of the lectures was given on February 10, 
and others followed at two-weeks intervals, 
closing the spring series on May 26. All 
lectures are given at the Oakland Hotel 
assembly room and have been very largely 
attended. The Oakland Forum is the most 
successful organization of its kind in the 
State. 

The program for the eight lectures, the 
speakers and their respective subjects are 
such as would appeal to most lawyers, as 
well as the laymen for whose benefit and 
instruction they are specially designed. Fol- 
lowing is the program, past and future, of 
the Oakland series: 

Feb. 1O—‘“‘The Average Man and the Law” 
Dr. Orrin Kip McMurray 
Dean, School of Jurisprudence, 
University of California. 
Mr. Peter J. Crosby, Presiding 
Feb. 23—“Our Judicial System” 
Hon. John White Preston 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court, 
State of California 
Mr. Augustin Donovan, Presiding 


Mar. 8—“The Law of the Family” 
Dr. Max Radin 
Professor of Law, University of 
California 
Mr. A. J. Woolsey, Presiding 
Mar. 22—“Criminal Law” 
Hon. Emmet Seawell 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court, 
State of California 
Hon. Homer R. Spence, Associate 
Justice, District Court of Appeal, 
Presiding 
Apr. 12—‘“The Lawyer and His Functions” 
Mr. O. K. Cushing 
Chairman of the Sections Committee 
of the State Bar of California 
Mr. Delger Trowbridge, Presiding 
Apr. 26—“When a Man Dies” 
Mr. Perry Evans 
Member of the California Code 
Commission, appointed by the 
Legislature in 1929 
Mr. Theodore P. Wittschen, Presiding 
May 12—“Every Day Contracts” 
Judge Marcel E. Cerf 
Formerly Judge of the Supreme 
Court, San Francisco 
Mr. Ralph R. Eltse, Presiding 
May 26—“Liability for Damages” 
Mr. Edward I. Barry 
A Vice-President of the State Bar 
of California 
Mr. Charles A. Beardsley, Presiding 
Mr. Arnold Praeger of the Los Angeles 
Bar Association is chairman of the State- 
wide Committee of Fifteen. 





CORPORATE PRACTICE OF LAW 
Press Quotes Trust Company Official 
As Defying Lawyers 

“San Francisco, Calif., 
“Thomas C. Hennings, vice-president of 
Mercantile-Commerce Bank & Trust Com- 
pany of St. Louis, addressing the ninth 
annual Trust Conference, Pacific Coast and 
Rocky Mountain States, replied to the criti- 
cism of members of the Bar Associations 
of Missouri and other states that trust com- 

panies are engaging in the practice of law. 
“He suggested that trust companies take 
action at once to secure from the legisla- 
tures, or through the initiative in such states 


as have it, legislation specifically defining 
the practice of law ‘so that the field of legal 
endeavor be limited to its proper sphere! . . 

“We maintain the right to advertise our 
business in any manner which is approved 
by the public we serve. We maintain that 
a testator or trustor has the right to select 
the person or institution to carry out his 
wishes untrammeled by the rules of an 
association with which he has no concern. 
We maintain that the rights of the public 
are paramount to any jurisdictional contro- 


x” 


versy between lawyers and trust officials’. 


* * * (Reprinted from the St. Louis 
Globe-Democrat) 
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Regular and Special Committees 
Los Angeles Bar Association 
1932-1933 


(Additional committees will be appointed at a later date.) 


COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS 
OF COMPARATIVE LAW 


Gurney E. Newlin, Chairman 
William G. Hale Roy V. Reppy 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE RE RULES 
oF SUPERIOR CoURT 
Clyde C. Shoemaker, Chairman 
Ward Chapman Robert B. Murphey 
Norman S. Sterry J. Karl Lobdell 
Pierce Works 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON LAW REPORTING 


Hon. Charles W. Fricke, Chairman 
John W. Hart Mrs. Winifred M. Ellis 
George W. Rochester 


COMMITTEE ON AERONAUTICAL Law 
W. Jefferson Davis, Chairman 
Oscar A. Trippet Russell H. Pray 
Herbert W. Kidd Clarence B. Runkle 
James E. Martin Major Walter K. Tuller 


COMMITTEE ON BANKS AND TRUST 
CoMPANIES 


Norman A. Bailie, Chairman 
Kemper Campbell Julius V. Patrosso 
Hon. F. G. Finlayson Oscar J. Seiler 


COMMITTEE ON INHERITANCE TAXES 


Lloyd W. Brooke, Chairman 
Elmo H. Conley Charles F. Hutchins 
George S. Dennison Harry A. Keithly 
George W. Fenimore Joseph D. Peeler 
Samuel H. French Robert A. Waring 


COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE CouRT 
Hon. Bertin A. Weyl, Chairman 
John B. Beman George A. Hooper 
John M. Bowen’ Earl E. Jensen 
C. Newell Carns Jerry H. Powell 
G. C. DeGarmo Maurice Saeta 
E. H. Delorey Clore Warne 
Betty M. Graydon Florence M. Woodhead 


COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION 


Hon. Leslie Hewitt, Chairman 
C. M. Booth Otto J. Emme 
B. J. Bradner Walter J. Little 
Harry A. Chamberlin Frank F. Oster 
James E. Degnan M. B. Silberberg 


COMMITTEE ON LEGAL EDUCATION 


Stanley W. Guthrie, Chairman 
Henry Wm. Bruce Henry P. Goodwin 
Victor Ford Collins Wm. G. Hale 
E. W. Cunningham Chas. W. Partridge 

Gerald Bridges, Sec’y. 


SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
MUNICIPAL Court 


W. H. Anderson, Chairman 
J. Marion Wright Harry J. McClean 
Loyd Wright Raymond G. Thompson 


Municipal Court Judges 


Hon. Thos. L. Ambrose, Chairman 
Hon. R. Morgan Galbreth 
Hon. Ben J. Scheinman 
Hon. E. J. Lickley 
Hon. Jos. F. Chambers 


COMMITTEE ON MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS 


Paul E. Schwab, Chairman 
Chester L. Coffin Bruce Mason 
Roy W. Dowds C. C. Mishler 
W. Turney Fox Wm. H. Neal 
Arthur Edwin Freston Andrew H. Rose 
Russell B. Jarvis Chas. R. Stead 
Donald M. Keith Burt L. Wix 


COMMITTEE ON ILLEGAL PRACTICES 


(Ambulance Chasing) 
Dale H. Parke, Chairman 
Joseph A. Ball James E. Neville 
Louis J. Canepa Paul Sandmeyer 
Louis E. Kearney Walter O. Schell 


COMMITTEE ON PROBATE LAW AND 
PROCEDURE 
W. H. Wadsworth, Chairman 

Ella Rae Briggs Karl R. Levy 
Ray L. Chesebro Paul Loewenthal 
Lee Combs, Jr. Don Marlin 
A. L. Hickson Joseph N. Owen 
A. R. Killgore Robert F. Shippee 


CoMMITTEE ON PusBLic DEFENDER’s LIST 
Clarence L. Variel, Chairman 
Edward Hervey John R. Berryman, Jr. 

Frederic H. Vercoe Edward A. Penprase 
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New York State Bar Association 


SEEKS WAYS TO MAKE JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS NON-POLITICAL 
LEADERS NAMED BY PRESIDENT SEABURY 


Samuel Seabury, who as chief counsel to 
the Hofstadter Committee has attacked the 
political “deal” that led to the creation of 
twelve new places on the Supreme Court 
bench in the Second Department, has taken 
steps toward divorcing the judiciary from 
politics in his capacity as president of the 
State Bar Association. 


Mr. Seabury announced the appointment 
of twelve outstanding lawyers in the State 
to seek ways to make judicial nominations 
non-political and consider methods for im- 
proving the calibre of the judiciary. The 
local lawyers selected by Mr. Seabury for 
places on the committee included some of 
the most outspoken critics of the bipartisan 
judicial deal between John H. McCooey, 
Brooklyn Democratic leader, and Meier 
Steinbrink, former Republican leader of the 
borough, who was among those elected to 
the Supreme Court bench. 


Members of the Committee 

The Manhattan lawyers named by Mr. 
Seabury are Frederic R. Coudert, who 
sponsored the resolution under which the 
committee was appointed; Charles C. Bur- 
lingham, former president of the Bar Asso- 
ciation of the City of New York, and 
Charles E. Hughes, Jr. Brooklyn is repre- 


sented on the committee by Jackson A. 
Dykeman and James E. Finnegan, who in 
the last campaign headed the ‘No Deal” 
movement to defeat the bipartisan judicial 
ticket. 


Other members are Judge Joseph Rosch 
of Albany, Thomas B. Cotter of Platts- 
burgh, Warnick J. Kernan of Utica, Rollin 
W. Meeker of Binghamton, Judge Arthur 
E. Sutherland of Rochester, Robert H. 
Jackson of Jaméstown and Samuel M. Cud- 
deback of Port Jervis. 


The resolution under which Mr. Seabury 
was authorized to appoint the committee 
was introduced at the final session of the 
State Bar Association’s annual meeting by 
Mr. Coudert after Frederick W. Hinrichs, 
former member of the Board of Education 
and a veteran civic worker, had denounced 
the political deal by which the twelve vacan- 
cies were created. 


Under the terms of the resolution the 
committee is to confer with representatives 
of bar associations and civic organizations 
throughout the State before making its re- 
port. In announcing the appointment of the 
committee Mr. Seabury, indicated that he 
regarded it as an important one. 


(From the New York Times) 





Junior Bar Committee Meets 


The Junior Committee of the Los An- 
geles Bar Association held its first meeting 
under the new administration, Thursday 
evening, April 14, 1932, at the Army and 
Navy Club. Chairman Lowell W. Matthay 
presided at dinner and the entertainment 
which followed. 

About seventy-five of the younger mem- 
bers of the bar were in attendance to take 
in the program arranged. Harry H. Culver, 
former president of the Los Angeles and 
United States Realty Boards was the prin- 
cipal speaker, delivering one of his inspira- 
tional talks. The experiences of a young 
lawyer before the United States Supreme 


Court were most interestingly related by 
John D. Ricker, a member and former 
chairman of the Junior Committee, who ap- 
peared for the State in the celebrated Red 
Flag case. 


Among the invited guests introduced at 
the meeting were, Robert P. Jennings, Law- 
rence L, Larrabee, Hon. B. Rey Schauer, 
Hon. Carl A. Stutsman, Hubert T. Morrow 
and Joe Crider, Jr., each of whom made a 
few apt remarks. 

A variety of orchestral, singing and danc- 
ing acts completed an enjoyable and instruc- 
tive session. 
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Law Office Management and Efficiency 


BAR ASSOCIATION COMMITTEE SUBMITS MANY 
HELPFUL SUGGESTIONS 





and adopted an office system. 





The Committee on Office Management and Efficiency of the Los Angeles 
Bar Association has made a most interesting report of its investigations of 
the best modern business methods of running a law office. “The report has 
been prepared,” says Chairman Arthur W. Eckman in submitting the results 
of its research, “with a view to helping the new member of the organization 
who has had little experience with routine work, files, booking, etc.” 

The report suggests numerous forms of keeping accounts, papers and 
other records, many of which cannot be printed in THE BULLETIN owing 
to the lack of space. There is, however, presented to the members a digest 
of those matters of special interest to the lawyer who has not yet evolved 








Filing System 

The majority of offices number their files 
consecutively, and place them in their nu- 
merical order in the filing cabinet. . Small 
offices, and offices in which individual at- 
torneys specialize in the different branches 
of the law, find the following designations 
useful : 


For estates, use the prefix Est, followed 
by the number, as Est-1, Est-2, Est-3 
and so on; 


For actions, use the prefix A, followed 
by the number, as A-100, A-101, A- 
102, A-103; 


For corporations, use the prefix C, fol- 
lowed by the number, as C-1, C-2, C-3, 
C-4; 


For collections, use the prefix K, followed 
by the number, as K-1, K-2, K-3; 


For escrows, use the prefix E, followed 
by the number, as E-1, E-2, E-3; 


For miscellaneous matters, use the prefix 
Z, followed by the number, as Z-1, Z-2, 
Z-3. 


When placing the folder in the cabinet, 
the actions may be placed in one drawer, 
the estates in another, and the other cases 
placed all together in one drawer, depend- 
ent, of course, on the number of open files 
under each classification. In this way, the 
attorney handling estates, for instance, can 
readily find his files without disturbing the 
other folders, and so on. 


On the outside of each drawer should be 
placed a card on which is indicated the num- 


bers of the files in the drawer, and whether 
open or closed, as per diagram marked 
“Exhibit 1.” 
Indexing System 

For the purpose of indexing, either a 
book index or card index may be used, ar- 
ranged alphabetically. The latter is recom- 
mended as being less cumbersome. All perti- 
nent data should be typed on each card, as 
well as a brief statement of the nature of 
the case. This saves much time in identify- 
ing a case where one handles a great many 
cases for one client; especially after files 
have been closed five or ten years and it 
becomes necessary to refer to them again. 


An open and closed card index box is 
kept. When a case is closed, the folder is 
transferred to the closed file; the card is re- 
moved from open to closed index box and 
register of actions sheet is removed from 
open to closed box. 


The number of the file should be placed 
on each letter or legal instrument, thus en- 
abling the file clerk to file the carbon copies 
promptly and without the necessity of read- 
ing them over. 


Type of Folders 
Economy can be effected by using two 
kinds of folders,—the large tie envelope for 
bulky and loose papers (such as estate 
papers,) and the plain folder for an ordi- 
nary case. 


Papers should be filed in three different 
stacks within the folder: 


(1) Legal stack ; 
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(2) Correspondence stack ; 
(3) Research stack; 


When the papers in the folder become too 
bulky, the correspondence is removed, 
placed in a separate folder and is given a 
sub number under the main case. 


Use Different Colored Paper 


To facilitate locating papers easily, differ- 
ent colored paper may be used to advantage: 


(1) Statement of fact (orange) 


The one interviewing a client for new 
business should dictate a statement of all 
facts pertaining to that case for a permanent 
record, which should then be typed on the 
orange sheet and filed on the bottom of the 
legal stack. Any subsequently discovered 
facts may be added thereto from time to 
time ; 


(2) Follow-up sheet (blue) 


A blue sheet may be used on the top of 
the legal stack (especially useful in probate 
cases) on which may be listed matters to 
be followed up; 


(3) Research (yellow) 


All research data is written or typed on 
yellow legal sized paper, as this is exclusive- 
ly for office reference; 


(4) Inter-communications (pink) 


The inter-communications are used to 
make reports to the head of the office, or 
one attorney may set forth facts on which 
a legal opinion is desired, and send it to the 
research man, and so on. 


Work Time Record 


Time slips should be used by each attor- 
ney in the office to keep a record of his time. 
These slips are also of great assistance in 
preparing itemized statements for clients, 
and also to refresh one’s recollection in 
event of a suit for fee for services rendered. 


Those attorneys whose duties are princi- 
pally to interview clients should make no- 
tation on date book of time spent with client, 
and secretary can then transfer it to time 
slips. This is not practical for one who does 
much routine and detail work. 


Office Supplies — 
While economies should be effected by 
purchasing supplies in large quantities, this 


is not desirable for one just setting up an 
office. He is apt to move several times be- 
fore getting permanently located, and letter- 
heads, envelopes, legal backs, etc., are very 
unattractive when blocked out and new ad- 
dresses written in. Typewriters, adding ma- 
chines, check-protectors, etc., should be of 
the best. Cheap equipment is frequently 
responsible for poor work. 


All letters and papers should be stamped 
showing date of receipt. Papers must not 
be pigeonholed. 


Office Details 

Each member of the office should keep 
the switchboard operator, or the reception- 
ist, as the case may be, informed of his 
whereabouts, to avoid uncertainty and con- 
fusion. If this rule is followed, appoint- 
ments can be made more readily and tele- 
phone lines may be quickly released for use 
by others. 


Order should be maintained throughout 
the office at all times. Desks and cupboards 
should be kept free from the accumulation 
of junk. The office and the persons in it 
should be neat and clean at all times. 


Definite office hours and periods for 
luncheon should be established. The major- 
ity of persons are willing to work over time 
when necessary, and fixed office hours gives 
one the opportunity to keep whatever busi- 
ness appointments or social engagements he 
may have outside of office hours. 


At the close of business, all files should 
be returned to the cabinet and all books to 
the library. Request should always be made 
of the one in authority for permission to 
take any book out of the office, and a receipt 
therefor should be put in its place. 


Receipt describing in detail any property, 
stocks, bonds, etc., received from a client 
should be given to him. When such secur- 
ities are later surrendered, he should return 
the receipt or sign a new one. Securities 
should be placed in envelopes, plainly la- 
beled and filed alphabetically in the safe. 
Certificates of title, deeds and other papers 
should also be kept in the safe, properly 
marked. 


Explanation of Simple Bookkeeping System 
I. Books and Records: 


(1) Bank Accounts: 
(a) Business Account 
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(b) Clients’ Account 
(2) Ledgers: 


(a) General Ledger— 
for business accounts 


(b)' Clients’ Ledger— 
for clients’ accounts 


(3) Journal 


II. Bank Accounts: 


All funds belonging to the business 
should be kept in one account, and funds 
belonging to the client should be kept in a 
separate account designated as “Clients’ 
Account” or “Trustee Account.” 


A record of all transaction should be 
kept on the stub of the check book when 
issuing a check or making a deposit. 

III. Ledgers: 
A. General Ledger: 


All transactions in connection with the 
conduct of the business, etc., should be 
entered from the check stubs in this 
ledger. 


Chart of Accounts in General Ledger 
Current Assets: 


1. Bank Account (enter in this ac- 
count on the debit side of ledger 
total of all receipts, and on credit 
side total of all disbursements at 
end of each month) ; 


2. Stocks, Bonds, etc., owned by 
firm ; 


3. Accounts Receivable ; 
Fixed Assets: 
4. Library; 


5. Reserve for depreciation on Li- 
brary ; 


6. Office Furniture ; 


7. Reserve for depreciation on Fur- 
niture ; 


Liabilities : 
8. Invested Capital ; 
9. Accounts payable; 
10. Notes payable; 


Income: 
11. Fees and Retainers; 


12. Interest Earned; 


Expense: 
13. General Expenses ; 


14. Advance Sheets and legal period- 
icals ; 


15. Interest paid ; 
16. Office supplies ; 
17. Postage; 

18. Rent; 


19. Salaries ; 


B. Clients’ Ledger: 


Accounts to be carried in Clients’ 
Ledger 


1. Bank Account (enter on debit side 
of ledger total of all receipts and 
on credit side total of all disburse- 
ments, as shown in check book at 
the end of each month) ; 


2. An account should be opened in 
the Ledger for each Client; 


Both the General Ledger and the Clients’ 
Ledger may be kept under the same binder. 
The General Ledger in front and the Cli- 
ents’ Ledger in the back. 


If it is necessary to advance costs for a 
client, a transfer should be made from the 
business account to the clients’ account, and 
charged to “Accounts Receivable.” 


The Journal may be used for making en- 
tries which you may wish to have appear 
in the various accounts and which do not 
appear in the check book or other records, 
and are posted direct from the Journal to 
the Ledger. 


The entries in the check book and the 
Journal should be posted to the Ledger each 
day in order to have the various accounts 
reflect their true condition. 


A trial balance should be taken at the end 
of each month. 


(The various forms accompanying the 
report, and which cannot be printed here, 
are on file with the Executive Secretary of 
the Bar Association. ) 
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Nationally known judges and 
attorneys have appointed 
trust institutions to settle 
their estates 


TITLE GUARANTEE & TRUST 


COMPANY 


TITLE GUARANTEE BUILDING 
HILL a#FIFTH,LOS ANGELES 





OUR CATALOGUE WILL BE MAILED IMMEDIATELY UPON REQUEST. 


NEW LOW PRICES! 


GOOD 
USED 


LAW BOOKS 


Backed by Our Absolute Guarantee as to Condition. 
Terms to Responsible Attorneys. 








Leslie F. Bosshardt 


517 Hearst Building San Francisco, Calif. 
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ESF 
CALIFORNIA 
CORPORATION LAWS 


HENRY WINTHROP 


BALLANTINE 


Professor of Law, University of California, 
Draftsman of the California Corporation Law, 
author of “1929 California Corporation Amend- 
ments,” “Manual of Corporation Law and 
Practice” (1930), “Private Corporations” (1927), 


Now Ready 
Price $10 


General Corporation Law—Annotated. 

Corporate Securities Act—Annotated. 

Rules of Practice before Corporation Department—Annotated. 

Bank and Corporation Franchise Tax Act—Analyzed. 

Non-Profit Corporation Law—Annotated. 

Changes in Building & Loan Association Act; Bank Act; 
Cooperative Associations Acts. 

Comprehensive Corporate Forms—Annotated. 


Bound in Buckram Over 1,000 Pagesin Length Size 7x10% Inches 


soe! 


Roetoatoctoet 


Pe ow 


7) 
ee 


oetoatoe’ 


o 


7 


2, 


oe, 


- 
° 


7 


ae a te 


2, 
oF 


oe 





oateeteatne’s 
rete 


—— 
Noetoetont 


a a sas ae 





Rrstoetoctoes 





PARKER, STONE & BAIRD CO. 


LAW PRINTERS PUBLISHERS ENGRAVERS 
241 East Fourth Street TRinity 5206 Los Angeles 





Thirty-Four Years Service to Attorneys 


so +. ++» + + + > > + + 6» bb © Oo bo oo oo DD OD OO OD DO DO DD DD OO. DD. DD. DO. Oo B.D, DD. DD. 0. DD. D. DO. D. D. D. DD. DO DD. 2. oo. oo 
OOP PPP DO ee ee a ae tg ar re” 











St a ts i ss i 











‘panera eins «iii ee tk eee 


